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EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, Lincotn’s InN Fretps, Lonpon, W.C. 
Whole-world policies in most cases free of charge. 
Policies indisputable and unconditional. 


SPECIMEN BONUSES. 
Actual additions made to Policies of £1,000 effected under Tables I. and II. 









































NUMBER OF PREMIUMS PAID. 
Age 
at Entry. 
Five. Ten. Twenty. Thirty. Forty. 
2 6. 2 6 £ 8. £ 8. £ s& 
20 103 0 191 10 431 0 "736 0 *1,022 0 
30 112 0 211 0 464 10 *819 0 *1,167 0 
40 124 0 232 0 525 10 *989 10 *1,343 10 
50 147 0 276 16 *626 10 “2,188 0 | . ccrece 
60 197 10 872 0 » <r oe a Mie ae 
ExAamMP.E.—A Policy for £1,000, effected 30 years ago by a person then aged 30 
would have inewensed to £1,819, or by more than rode ae . 
In the cases marked * the Bonuses, if surrendered. would be more than 
sufficient to extinguish all future premiums, and the Policy-holders would still 
be entitled to share in future profits. 





JARVIS-CONKLIN MORTGAGE TRUST CO. 


UNITED STATES AND LONDON. 


AUTHORISED CAPITAL ... 
SUBSORIBED and PAID-UP 


- $6,000,000 (about £1,237,000). 
e+ $1,500,000 (about £309,000). 
This Company has its own offices and egencies throughout the Western States 


tf America from the Mississippi River to the Pacifi: Coast for the investment 
of money. 


It aeis for Insurance Companies, Banks, T:ust Companies, Solicitors, and 
private investors, in the United States and Europe. 


Tis business and assets are officially audited by the Bank Commissioners of the 
States of New York and Connecticut, 


It issues its own Debentures at 5 and 54°), for five or ten years, and receives 
money on deposit for fixed terms from one to three years. 


Full information on application to the London 


Office, 95, Gresham- 
street, E.C. mm : 


E. L. SHELDON, London Manager. 
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VOL. XXXIV, No. 2. 
The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, NOVEMBER 4g, 1889. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Kay has announced his intention of resuming his 
duties on Monday next, the 11th inst. 





‘Tree Mempers of the Discipline or Professional Pur Com- 
mittee under the Solicitors Act, 1888—viz., Mr. E. J. Bristow, 
Sir Tuomas Parnes, and Sir Henry Warsow Parkern—have retired ; 
and the Master of the Rolls has, by an order dated the 5th of 
November last, —— Mr. Jonn Honren, Mr. Ricnanp Muits, 


and i Yooir places tuora Watters to be members of the com- 


2 | bench, and we fully 


Tue 11LNnEss with which Lord Justice Bowzn was attacked on 
Monday last has prevented his appearing in court since that day. 
On Tuesday Lords Justices Corron and Fry were not able to form 
a court. On Wednesday and Thursday those two judges sat to hear 
interlocutory appeals. On Friday last it was understood that they 
would procure the assistance of Lord Cotenipar, but for one day 
only ; it was, however, hoped that Lord Justice Bowen would te 
well enough to sit on Saturday. 





Since THe conversion of the public funds, and the reduction 
of the rate of interest thereon, suitors have looked about for 
securities bearing a rate of interest which shall provide against 
the reduction of income thereby caused. In consequence of this, 
directions have been obtained, since November, 1888, when ord. 
22, r. 17, came into operation, for investment of money in court 
in the four per cent. stocks of some of the largest railway under- 
takings, and this kind of investment has presumably not been 
neglected by the general public. Cases have come under notice 
in which the Paymaster has found himeelf unable to procure 
sufficient of such stock in the market to meet the requirements of 
the orders of the court, and he has been forced to get permission to 
make up the required investment by means of purchasing small 
sums of the stock from time to time. This scarcity has, of course, 
raised the price, so that, by reason of the loss of interest from 
this cause and from the delay, as well as the extra expense, of 
purchasing in small parcels, it has become next to impossible to 
increase incomes arising from funds in court which have been 
reduced by the Conversion Act, and it is but small consolation to 
individua's to be told that the iatere:t was reduced for the public 
benefit. 





Lorp CoLeruee is reported to have said, two or three days ago, 
that ‘‘ nobody had a right to keep the court waiting except the 
judge.” Perhaps this was a judicial joke, but if not, we should 
be tempted to inquire what right the judge has to keep the court 
waiting? Possibly the Lord Chief Justice might reply that the 
judge cannot keep the court waiting; the judge is the court. 
But, ignoring for the moment the existence of the insignificant 
‘* black beetles” who call themselves counsel and solicitors, and 
the infinitesimally unimportant beings who attend as suitors and 
witnesses, can it be eaid that, upon a trial before a judge and 
jury, the majestic figure on the bench alone constitutes “‘ the 
court”? And if the judge and jury together constitute the court, 
an unenlightened layman might ask, how is it that, while one 
member of the court is fined £10 for being five minutes late, 
another member of the court escapes without fine or rebuke if he 
is a quarter of an hour late, or even if he omits to sit at all on a 
day or days? We desire to speak with unfeigned respect of the 
ize that many circumstances, as 
for instance, family affliction, may justify absence from the 
courts, but we think there is some reason at the present time 
to ask, Quis custodiet ipsos custodes? Are the learned judges 


“| at absolute liberty to decide at what time they shall sit, or 
22 | whether they shall sit at all? Is there really no one entitled or 


interested to inquire whether a judge sits, and, if not, why he 
does not sit? For instance, is the Long Vacation, as expressly pro- 
vided by Order in Council, to ‘‘ terminate for all purposes on the 
28rd of October,” or is it only to terminate for the purposes of 
the “black beetles” aforesaid? In.that case there should be 
issued a supplemental Order in Council, which should recite that, 
whereas fish often bite well on and after the 24th day of October, 
and pheasants are often numerous on and after the date aforesaid, 
= fed ohn date abecoil tt ot vide (to meet 
hausted at the it is expedient to ide (to 

all events) that no judge sine 
would prefer to be elsewhere. 


not 
many years ago, a judge of the highest eminence who refused 
oat take a holiday on th that 
he had no more dislike to a holiday than other people, but he 
sbould consider it his duty, until a 
courts to be closed on that day, to i pen. 
learned judge’s notion of his duty to the public becoming obsolete ? 








Mz. Muwron is to be congratulated on the completeness of the 
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victory he has won for the profession in his seven years’ warfare 
with the Middlesex Registry. Now cones the time for counting 
the spoils. Backed by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, 
he had, up to the commencement of the late Long Vacation, 
established— 

(2) That the maximum fees payable on memorials were 1s. 
for 200 words and 6d. for every additional 100, 2s. 6d. 
for oath and exhibit, and 1s. for indorsing registration 
on original indenture ; 

(5) That a deed of enfranchisement was registrable ; 

(c) That the execution of a memorial by the grantee need 
not be witnessed by the pereon who attested the execu- 
tion by the grantor ; 

(d) That memorials could, at option, be deposed to outside 
the registry before commissioners to administer oaths. 

There remained the question whether the oath could be teken 
before a commissioner appointed since the Judicature Act. Mr. 
Mvnron, in October last, being himself one of several trustee- 
grantors in a reconveyance of a mortgage, tendered a memorial 
sworn before a commissioner appointed since and under the Judica- 
ture Act. This memorial was refused, and proceedings for a 
mandamus were thereupon taken. Hereupon the wily enemy took 
new ground. He not only vigorously defended bis old position, 
that the commissioner could not act, but he alleged that the oath 
to the memorial should have been verified by sffidavit and not by 
indorsement, and that a grantor had no “personal interest’’ in 
regis'ering a memorial. In this case, however, Mr. Munton, in 
bis individuel capacity, had advanced money ard arranged to 
take a new mortgage, and he therefore had a considerable 
“interest”? in getting the prior reconveyance registered, but, 
as it was undesirable that the decision should turn on unusual 
circumstances, a memorial of the new mortgage, similerly sworn 
before a commissioner, was tendered by Mr. Munton as grantee, 
and, registration being refused, a second action was commenced. 
Upon this the foe unmasked a new battery. He contended 
that the description of the deponent in the memorial, as clerk to 
the plaintiffs’ firm, was not a sufficient statement of his abode or 
“‘eddition” within section 6 cf the Middlesex Registry Act (7 
Anne, c. 20). The defendant having refused to agree to consoli- 
dation, the cases were separately set down for triul, and, as our 
readers will see from the report elsewhere, Mr. Muntow succeeded 
in both, all the defences being overruled. There must accordingly 
be added to the list of the victor’s spoils the following points of 
general importance :— 

(e) Memorials may be deposed to before a commissioner 
appointed under the Judicature Act. 

(f) The oath t> a memorial need not be verified by sfii- 
yey ; the indorsed certificate of a commissioner is suffi- 
cien 

(g) The dercription of the deponent in the memorial as 
clerk to a firm of solicitors is sufficient. 

The profession will now look with considerable interest to the issue 
of the promised work in which Mr. Morton wi!l recount his cam- 
paign. 





Ix a terrern which we print elsewhere, a correspondent raises 
the question whether the stamp on the transfer of a mortgage 
must cover the amount of any interest expressly included in the 
transfer. The words of the schedule to the Stamp Act, 1870, 
impore the duty on every £100, or fractional part of £100, ‘of 
the amount transferred” ; and we have certainly slways under- 
stood, end acted on the understanding, that these words mean that 
duty must be paid on any interest which has become due and is 
included in the transfer; but that interest accruing, but not yet 
due, is not chargeable with duty. This is apparently what Mr. 
Guirritas means in his note at p. 83 of his Stamp Digest (8th 
ed.), to which we presume our correspondent refers, where he says 
thst “‘the amount transferred’ includes arrears of interest, if 
any, as well as principal.” The words appear to us to mean “ the 
amount of the debt transferred ” ; interest become due is a part of 
the debt transferred, but interest not yet due is not. Our corres- 
pondent (whore opinion, we need hardly say, is entitled to much 
weight) thinks that the ambiguous word “smount” means the 
amount of the “mortgage”’ as defined in the Act—that is (sec- 
tion 105), “a security by way of mortgage for the payment of 
any definite and certain sum of money advanced or lent at the 





time,” &>., and that the words ‘‘ amount transferred ’’ are inserted 
merely to meet the case of a portion of the principal money due 
on the mortgage having been paid off. It would rather seem that: 
the subjects charged under the three heads of “ mortgage,” 
‘“‘transfer,” and ‘‘reconveyance’’ are intended to be different. 
‘“‘ Mortgage” is confined to the original mortgage debt; ‘‘ trans- 
fer’? extends to the ‘‘amount transferred”’; and ‘' reconvey- 
ance” extends to ‘the total amount or value of the money at any 
time secured.” The Jast-mentioned defioition, however, appears 
to supply an argument in favour of our correspondent’s view. 
The word ‘‘amount,” in the portion of the schedule relat- 
ing to reconveyance, cannot possibly include interest ‘‘at any 
time secured” by the mortgage, and as this definition imme- 
diately follows that relating to ‘‘transfer,” it may be contended 
that the word “amount” in both definitions should bear the 
same meaning. We regret that our correspondent’s summons 
under the Vendor and Parchaser Act went off, for there is 
obviously something to be said in favour of bis contention. By 
the way, would it not be possible for the Council of the lucor- 
porated Law Society to get decisions on disputed points of stamp 
law of general interest to the profession by this cheap and rapid 
meats? There must be opportunities for taking up questions 
arising between vendors and purchasers which won'd afford a 
means for attempting to pare the claws of Somerset Houce We 
presume that since Re Whiting to Loomes (29 W. R..435, 17 
Ch. D. 10) there would be no difficulty in getting a judse, on a 
vendor and purchaser summons, to decide the question wacther a 
stamp is rufficient. 





AN ESTFEMED CORRESPONDENT, Whose practice with regard to 
searches affords a strong contrast to that of our Jas‘ week’s corre- 
spondent, asks what would be the consequences if a mortgagee 
were to reconvey to a mortgagor who had becn adjudicated 
bankrupt, or where the equity of redemption had been dealt with 
and the transaction registered in the Land Registry. We do not 
thiok that the first of these transactions would have very serious 
consequences—in cases, at Jeast, in which the value of the mort- 
geged property was greater than that of the sum pai! for redemption. 
No doubt the money paid by the bankrupt belonged to his trustee, 
but as it would have been the duty of the trustee to pay off the 
mortgage and to take a reconveyance for the benefit of the bavk- 
rupt’s estate, and as the conveyance to the bavkrupt enures for 
the benefit of the trustee, no harm can happen to anyone, and it is 
unlikely that any question will be raised. On the other hend, 
where the sum paid for redemption exceeds the value of the mort- 
gaged property, it is probable that the trustee will be ab!e to heve 
the transaction set atide. There is some )ittle difficulty in seeing 
what is the nature of the transaction that our correspondent thinks 
capable of registration in the Land Registry. Registration under 
the Land Titles and Transfer Act, 1875, con‘crs on the registered 
proprietor an estate in fee simple, either with absolute or possessory 
title, and subject to the incumbrances, if any, entered in the 
register. There are four cases. Firs‘, let the mcrtgagor or a 
stranger be registered as the proprietor with absolute ticle, ard 
let the mortgage not be entered as an incumbrance. In this care 
the effect of the reconveyance to the mortgagcr is ni/; the mort- 
gagee must think himself very lucky in getting his money. 
Secondly, let the mortgagor or a stranger be registered as pro- 
prietor with absolute title, and let the mortgage be registered 
as an incumbrance. In this case the conveyance by the mort- 
gagee may have the effect of keeping alive the charge in 
favour of the person paying him off; but the fact of his 
conveying to a person who is not the registered proprietor cannot 
throw any responsibility on him. Thirdly aud fourthly, the 
mortgagor or a stranger may be registered as proprietor with 
possessory title either with or without an entry of the mortgage as 
an incumbrance. As the effect of registratton with a possessory 
title is not to prejudice the enforcement of estates or rights adverse 
to, or in derogation of, the title of the registered proprictor, the 
mortgagee may, in cither of these cases, safely deal with his mortgage 
exactly in the same manner as if no person hai been registered as 
proprietor of the land. The practical effect appears to be that, 
where a mortgagee is paid off and reconveys to a bankrupt mort- 
gagor, he runs the risk of the transaction being set aside, but that 
no euch risk attaches where the mortgagor or anyone else has been 
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registered as proprietor under the Actof 1875. And, further, that 
the only case in which there is any practical risk of the transaction 
being set aside is where a bankrupt mortgagor has in his hands 
enough money to pay off a mortgage debt insufficiently secured, an 
oeenrrence so improbable that it does not fall within contingencies 
tu be guarded against. 





Ir appEars to be getting pretty well established that the neces- 
sity for a bill of sale may be avoided by going through the form of 
an absolute sale of the goods for the amount of the loan and then 
] aving them in the possession of the borrower under a hire and 
jurchase agreement. Such an arrangement has again reccived 
Jegal sanction, this time from Cave, J., in Ex parte Collins, Re 
Yarrow (reported elsewhere), though at the same time he drew 
attention to what he regarded as the conflicting nature of the 
authorities, and wished for a definite decision of the Court of 
Appeal. It does not seem to us, however, that the recent utter- 
ances of that court are likely to be modified. It is true some of 
the earlier cases Jorked at the substance of the transaction rather 
than its form, and in Ex parte Odell (10 Ca D. 76), and others, 
documents which purported to carry out a sale were treated as in 
reality constituting a mortgage. But it was decisively held in 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. v. North 
Central Wagon Co. (35 W. R. 443, 35 Ch. D. 191) that where a 
transaction can be supported without reference to the documents, 
it is not liable to be invalidated by the Bills of Sale Acts; and, 
moreover, for a document to be a bill of sale (unless it is a power 
of attorney or a licence to take possession, &c.) it must constitute 
an assurance either in Jaw or equity. That this result allowed 
of an easy means of evading the Acts was not thought to 
be any reason for impeaching its correctness. The same view was 
adopted by Lord Macnacuren when the case was before the House 
of Lords, though the decision there was based upon different grounds. 
Mr. Justice Kay in Redhead v. Westwood (59 L. T. 293), and now 
Mr. Justice Cave in the present case, appear to have only followed 
the argument to its legitimate conclusion. In neither case was there 
any doubt as to the real nature of the transaction, and in each it 
was recognized as a successful evasion of the Acts. In the former 
there was no document at all in connection with the preliminary 
sale; in the latter there was a receipt indeed, but this was no 
assurance of the goods, and its existence does not seem to have made 
any difference. Consequently, there was nothing to be upset except 
the hire and purchase agreement, and against the validity of this, 
after the previous sale had been allowed to be good, there was 
nothing to be said. The matter is more likely to be altered by 
legislation than by a future decision of the Court of Appeal, but 
past experience does not exactly favour attempts in that direction. 





Tue pectston of Mr. Justice Cave in Hx parte Board of Trade, 
Re Weyman, which we report elsewhere, is a useful caution as to 
the terms on which solicitors should accept the office of trustee in 
bankruptcy. In that case the committee of inspection, acting 
under the authority of the creditors, resolved that the remuneration 
of the trustee, who was a solicitor, should be ‘‘ his proper pro- 
fessional charges as a solicitor for attendance and work done and 
expenses incurred by him in or about the proceedings in the bank- 
raptcy.” It is difficult to reconcile this with section 72 (1) of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which requires the remuneration of the 
trustee to be “in the nature of a commission or percentage of which 
one part shall be payable onthe amount realized . . . and the 
other part on the amount distributed in dividend,” yet it was 
treated as valid both by the registrar and the taxing master. Before 
Mr. Justice Cave, however, it met with a different fate, and was 
held to be worthless. The case of a solicitor-trustee is, indeed, ex- 
pressly provided for, though not with all the clearness that could be 
desired, by section 73 (2). It is natura! to construe this section 
as a rider tosection 72, and in speaking of the trustee’s remunera- 
tion it may be taken to refer to the remuneration as there defined. 
Primarily it is concerned with the costs which are to be allowed 
in the trustee’s accounts in addition to his remuneration, and 
sub-section (1) provides that these shall not include payments 
for the performance by other persons of the ordinary duties of the 
trustee. Among such duties professional legal work is, of course, 
not included, and in the usual course a solicitor’s charges will be 





allowed. The next sub-section deals with the case where the 
trustee is a solicitor, and therefore capable of doing himself the 
work for which he is entitled to employ another solicitor. In 
this case, if he does the work himself, he cannot charge for it 
in addition to his remuneration, and sub-section (2) provides, 
apparently as a substitute for this, that he may contract that the 
remuneration for his services as trustee shall include all pro- 
fessional services. According to the present decision this does not 
allow the remuneration to vary in any way from the c-mmission 
or percentage specified in section 72, but the solicitor may reason- 
ably expect this to be fixed on a more liberal scale in consideration 
of his undertaking the legal business himself. In the absence of 
such a contract he is, apparently, not bound to do any legal busi- 
ness, and in the usual way may intrust it to other hands and have 
the costs allowed. 





In tHe case or Fisher v. Shirley (reported elsewhere) Mr. 
Justice Srrrtine gave an important decision on the effect of a 
covenant by a husband to settle after-acquired property of the 
wife where the acquisition has taken place subsequently to the 
coverture. The wife was alrealy, at the time of the marriage, in 
1841, entitled to property in reversion, and the busband’s covenant 
to settle any property to which she, or he in her right, might 
subsequently become entitled, would, according to the law as laid 
down in Re Clinton’s Trust (13 Eq. 295), bind this when it fell 
into possession. The wife died in 1852, and the property did not 
fall into possession till recently. Under these circumstances, the 
question was whether it was bound by the covenant. On the 
face of it, this contained no words to shew that it was intended to 
be confined to acquisitions made during the coverture, and, 
indeed, the omission of the usual words, ‘“‘during the intended 
coverture,” might seem to indicate an intention to the contrary. 
Upon a similar covenant in Stevens v. Van Voorst (17 Beav. 305), 
Romitty, M.R., said that he had looked in vain for any words 
limiting it, and that he could not iatroduce them upon mere 
speculation. Where, however, the covenant is by the wife as well 
as the husband, and the latter dies first, there is an obvious hard- 
ship in adopting this construction, and in Dickinson v. Dillwyn 
(8 Eq. 546) and Carter v. Carter (Ibid. 551) Mattns, V.C., 
with more boldness than Lord Romrrty had ventured to assume, 
gave an opposite decision, upon the broad ground that, under the - 
circumstances of those cases, the wife could not have intended to 
settle property devolving upon her after her husband’s death. It 
so happened that in both cases she became entitled to the property 
in question under her husband’s will, but this could not affect the 
possibility of reading the required limitation into the covenant, 
and the construction thus adopted was approved by the Court of 
Appeal in Re Edwards (22 W. R. 144, L. R. 9 Ch. 97). There 
the decision was based on the primary object of the covenant, 
which was to prevent the property falling under the sole control of 
the husband, and there was therefore no necessity to extend it 
beyord his lifetime. Consequently, it was to be read as though the 
express limitation to the duration of the coverture had been in- 
serted. But obviously a forced interpretation of this kind must be 
restricted to the cases which make it necessary, and no such 
necessity exists where the coverture is terminated by the death of 
the wife. It is by no means unreasonable for the husband still to 
be bound to settle property for the purposes of the marriage settle- 
ment, and Mr. Justice Sr:ntine decided that to such a case the rule 
of Re Edwards did not extend. The covenant was therefore held 
to include the property which fell into possession after the wife’s 
death. The previous decisions have doubtless carried out the in- 
tention of the parties, but it is clearly inconvenient that the inter- 
pretation of a covenant should be made to vary with subsequent 
events. 





Messrs. Hxtnsreck & Co., the firm of champagne merchants and 
proprietors of the ‘‘ Monopole” brand, seem to be fortunate in their 
litigation at the present time. Hardly had they succeeded in de- 
feating in the English courts the proprietors of the ‘* Monobrut” 
brand (Re Vignier, July 5, 1889, 6 Pat. Off. Rep 490), when 
(July 26) the Cour de Cassation, the highest court in France, 
affirmed the judgments in their favour of the courts of Saumur 
and (on appeal) of Angers, in proceedings taken by them against 
one T'essrer, a wine merchant of Saumur. These proceedings (re- 
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ported in the last issue of the Annales de la Propriété Industrielle) 
had their origin in the manner in which the defendant had marked 
his Saumur wine, and it appeared in the course of the litigation 
that the defendant had not merely labelled his bottles ‘‘ Champagne 
mousseux, qualité extra, Monopole, déposé,’”’ but had placed on his 
corks the local name ‘‘ Epernay.” It seems almost a matter of 
course that the courts held that the defendant was guilty of an in- 
fringement of the ‘‘ Monopole” brand, and of a fraudulent attempt 
to get the benefit of the plaintiffs’ reputation; but the special 
interest of the case for English readers arises on the judgments of 
the French courts with respect to the use of the word ‘‘ cham- 
pague.” The proceedings taken by the plaintiffs—or rather the 
prosecutors, for the proceedings were of a criminal character— 
were directed to punish the defendant, not only for infringment of 
trade-mark, but also for the wrongful and deceptive use by him of 
the word ‘‘champagne” in connection with wine which was 
neither grown nor prepared in the French province of that pame, and 
in their contention in this respect the prosecutors were supported 
by the syndicate of the champagne wine trade, who also them- 
selves took independent proceedings to repress this practice. ‘Lhe 
defendant’s contention was that the word had lost its geographical 
signification in eonnection with wine, and had come to be a mere 
appellation descriptive of sparkling wines, wherever grown or pre- 
pared; and in support of this contention he produced evidence of 
the use of the name in various foreign countries, such as Italy, 
Switzerland, Hungary, Australis, and California, as part of the 
descriptive titles of spsrkling wines there grown, and he main- 
tained, on behalf of the Saumur wine trade, that they were entitled 
to describe their Saumur sparkling wines as the foreign wine 
growers had described theirs, as champagne wines. This conten- 
tion was, however, overruled by all the courts before which the 
case was brought, and they held with one esccord that the word 
champagne had not become of common right, nor descriptive of 
quality, in the sense alleged, but that it had never ceased to be in- 
Gicative of wine grown in Champagne and prepared according to 
the methods there in vogue. For the future, therefore, consumers 
of champagne may rely upon this—that the only wine which may, 
by French law, be described or labelled as ‘‘champagne”’ is wine 
grown and prepared in the district of that name. 








THE EXTENT OF THE JURISDICTION UPON AN 
ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


Tue recent decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Royle, Royle v. 
Hayes (reported elsewhere, and in this week’s issue of the WrExiy 
Reporter), shews decisively where the line is to be drawn ia the 
use of the procedure by originating summons to settle questions 
affecting the administration of estates and the execution of trusts. 


. By R. 8S. C., ord. 55, r. 3, such a summons may be brought 


in respect of various matters therein enumerated, and generally, 
under clause (7), for the determination of any question arising in 
the administration of the estate or trust. The convenience of the 
procedure, and the risk attendant upon bringing an action when a 
summons would have sufficed, have perhaps created a tendency 
among practitioners to give a broad rendering to this provision, and 
attempts have been made to use it for the decision of matters which 
should really be tried by an action. Objection was taken to this, 
however, by Mr. Justice: Norru in Oarlyon v. Carlyon (35 W. R. 
155), and he there held that rule 3 applied only to questions and 
matters which, before the order was made, would have been deter- 
mined by an action for the administration of the estate. There the 
summons raised, in substance, a question between parties, each 
claiming to be legal devisee under the will of a testatrix, and, as 
this could not formerly have been determined in an administration 
action, Noxru, J., held that he had no jurisdiction now to deter- 
mine it on an originating summons. He appears, however, at the 
request of the parties, to have heard the summons, pointing out 
at the same time that there could be no appeal. 

A similar decision was given by the same judge in Re Davis 
(36 W. R. 587, 38 Ch. D. 210), and he took occasion to state that 
Mr. Justice Sratine agreed with him in the construction of the 
rule. There, again, an originating summons was taken out to 
decide a question between persons claiming as legal devisees under 
& will, and reliance was placed on clause (a) of the rule, authoriz- 





ing a summons to be taken out for the determination of a ‘ ques- 
tion affecting the rights of a persen claiming to be a devisee,’’ but 
the only result was to elicit from the court a repetition of the 
reasons previously given. The object of the rules, it was stated, 
was to afford an opportunity of obtaining a decision in a summary 
way of questions affecting the administration of an estate or trust 
where it would previously have been necessary to have a decree or 
judgment for the administration of the estate or the execution of 
the trust. The reference in the rule to devisees enables them, 
indeed, to raise by summons any question between themselves and 
the executors or trustees of the will, but they cannot in this way 
get the decision of a question between themselves aud other persons 
which would not have arisen in the course of the administration of 
the will or trust. 

In the above cases the questions arose on the construction of a 
will, but of course the argument is stronger when they arise 
between persons claiming under the will and persons claiming ad- 
versely to it. This was the case in Re Bridge (35 W. R. 663), 
where trustees of the will took out an originating summons to 
decide whether certain property, purporting to be devised by the 
will, really passel under it. The adverse claimant was made a 
defendant, and did not object to the jurisdiction, but Kay, J., held 
that he did not possess it. So, teo, in Re Gladstone (32 Soxict- 
Tors’ JouBNAL, 663), where a question was raised on the construc- 
tion of a creditors’ deed, and the plaintiff, though a beneficiary 
under it, was claiming against it, Norrs, J., held that he had no 
jurisdiction to decide the matter on an originating summons. 

In the present case of Re Royle, Mr. Justice Kexewicn appears 
to have taken a different view; and he held that he had jurisdic- 
tion to determine the validity of a claim raised adversely to the will 
by a person who was also a beneficiary under it. The question 
related toa sum of £171, which the beneficiary stated had been 
given to her by the testator in his life, but which the executors 
claimed as part of his estate. In the Court of Appesl, however, 
the objection to the jurisdiction, which had thus failed in the court 
below, was allowed, and the rule laid down by the earlier cases 
was established. It would doubtless have been convenient if a 
wider operation could have been given to the new procedure, and 
its advantages may ultimately lead to an extension of it; but for 
the present it may be taken to be finally settled that no question 
can be decided on an originating summons which could not formerly 
have been raised in an action for administration of an estate or for 
the execution of a trust; in particular, the procedure is inapplic- 
able where questions arise between legal devisees or where claims 
are made adversely to the will or trust. : 








NOTICE OF ACTION, HOW FAR NECESSARY IN CASE 
OF DAMAGES GIVEN IN SUBSTITUTION FOR IN- 
JUNCTION. 

Tux case of Chapman, Morsons, § Oo. v. Guardians of Auckland 

Union (28 Q. B. D. 294), recently decided in the Court of Appeal, 

raised a point of some difficulty with regard to the necessity or 

otherwise for a notice of action. 

The point was as follows. The Public Health Act, 1875, like 
many similar enactments, requires a notice of action previous to an 
action against the authority for anything done or intended to be 
done under the Act. It has been held, and no doubt rightly held, 
that this provision does not apply to an action for an injunction as 
such. The scope of the enactment is to give an opportunity for 
tender of amends, which does not apply to an injunction, and it is 
obvious that the benefit of the remedy by injunction would be 
most unfortunately restricted if a month’s notice were necessary. 
In the case we are discussing an action was brought against a rural 
sanitary authority, without notice of action, in respect of a nuisance 
caused by the pollution of a stream by sewage, and the plaintiffs 
claimed an injunction and also a large surf! by way of damages. 

The circumstances of the case, as proved at the trial, were some- 
what peculiar. The discharge of sewage into the stream by the 
defendants had commenced in 1876, but the plaintiffs, though 
they alleged a nuisance from that period, failed to prove any 
substantial nuisance to their property until 1887. In 1887, 
there being a very dry season, a considerable nuisance was occa- 
sioned during the summer oving, we suppose, to the small quantity 
of water in the stream. e plaintiffs commenced their action in 
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May; 1887, but it did not come on for trial till the summer 
assizes in 1888, and at that time the drought had passed away and 
no substantial nuisance was being caused. The judge at the trial, 
being of opinion that a nuisance would only be occasioned in ex- 
ceptionally dry seasons, thought that, under these circumstances, 
he ought not to grant an injunction, which might have serious 
consequences to the inhabitants of the district, but he gave £25 
damages instead. On appeal to the Court of Appeal by the de- 
fendants, it was objected that, there having been no notice of 
action, the judgment for the £25 damages could not stand. The 
Court of Appeal refused to give effect to this contention, holding 
that the judge had power to give such damages as he had given as 
being in substitution for an injuaction, in accordance with the 
chancery practice established by Lord Catrns’ Act (21 & 22 Vict. 
c. 27), 8. 2. 

Th result so arrived at does not appear to us to be altogether 
free from difficulty, and it seems to us to be 1-ft s»mewhat uncer- 
tain by the judgments of the Master of the Rolls and Liyvtey, 
L.J., how far the doctrine upon which they acted is to be con- 
sidered to extend. Lord Justice Bowen, arriving at the same result 
in the particular case by what strikes us as a somewhat special 
interpretation of the facts and the course taken by the judge at 
the trial, does appear to limit more precisely the application of the 
judgment he pronounces in a manner we shall endeavour to 
explain. 

Under Lord Carens’ Act (repealed by 46 & 47 Vict. c. 49, but 
the jurisdiction under which is preserved by section 5: Sayers v. 
Collyer, 28 Ch. D. 103, 107) the Court of Chancery was 
empowered, in an action for an injunction, to give damages either 
in addition to or in substitution for an injunction. One important 
question in connection with the subject is, What is the effect of 
the expression “‘in substitution for an injunction”? We take it 
that the Court of Chancery had power under that provision, under 
such circumstances as existed in the case we are discussing, apart 
from any question as to notice of action, to decline to grant an 
injunction, and to give the plaintiff all the damage he had sus- 
tained, which might otherwise have had to be recovered at law— 
that is to say, damages representing the inconvenience and mischief 
he had sustained up to the date of the writ, measured pecuniarily. 
It also seems clear that it had power to give such damages in 
addition to an injunction. The object appears to have been to 
prevent the necessity for seeking different kinds of relief, to both 
of which the plaintiff might be entitled, in different courts ; and 
the effect of the words seems to be that in the action for the in- 
junction the Court of Chancery might give the damages to which 
the plaintiff was entitled at law, either with or without the injunc- 
tion asked for. It seems to us questionable whether the expression 
“‘in substitution for such injunction” is very happy or scientific- 
ally accurate, because damages can hardly be said in strictness ever 
to be a substitute for an injunction. They have no relation or 
commensurable qualities. One prevents damage occurring; the 
other compensates it when it has occurred. At first sight the words 
of the section do not appear to mean more than that the court may 
award an injunction and damages or may award damages only 
instead of awarding an injunction. But a somewhat more extended 
effect seems to have been given, and rightly given, to the phrase 
‘in substitution for such injunction” in the case of Fritz v. 
Hobson (14 Ch. D. 542), where Fry, J., appears to have relied 
upon those words for the purpose of giving damages which were 
prospective at the date of the writ, and therefore could not have 
been given at common law, but which had actually accrued before 


_the trial, in a case where no injunction was given, the wrongful 


act having then come to an end. 

But, though the words as used in Lord Carrys’ Act may include 
such prospective damages, it is clear that they cannot be confined 
to them, to the exclusion of past damages which would have been 
recoverable at common Jaw. The question therefore arises whether 
such damages can be given, where there is no notice of action, in 
substitution for the injunction. It must be remembered that all 


the common law damages might a we be given in the action | year. 


for an injunction by the Court of Chancery iu addition to the 
injunction. If the court have power, in the absence of notice of 
action, where they do not give an injunction, to give all the 
damages which would have been recoverable in the common law 
action for damages, it would be a most anomalous result if they 


result is that, wherever the action is bond fide for an injunction, the 
plaintiff can recover all the damages that he could have recovered 
at common law, without notice of action, it is obvious that in a 
very large class of cases the express provisions of an enactment 
aimed at the protection of public bodies are practically nullified by 
a side wind—viz., by reason of a statute dealing merely with pro- 
cedure, and not with substantive rights and privileges. It seems 
to us that it would be a most anomalous result of an enactment 
which was only meant to prevent the necessity for suing in two 
courts that it should have conferred on the Court of Chancery the 
power of giving damages where a court of law was expressly for- 
bidden to give them. 

Lord Justice Bowen seems to have been struck with the anomaly 
of such a result, aud having, by a somewhat subtle analysis of the 
facts, arrived at the conclusion that the learned judge at the trial 
gave damages on'y in respect of mischief prospe tive a) the cals 
of the writ, he proc++ded ro ophed his jutyment on thar footery. 
His view of the matter appears to come Wo this: se tar as the claim 
for an injunction and that for damages cover the same ground 
—i.e., mischief prospective and subsequent to the writ—and the 
damages can in that sense be said to be in substitution for 
the injunction, as in Fritz v. Hobson, there is nothing in the 
provision with regard to notice of action (which was aimed at 
common law actions for in which there was a question 
of tendering amends) to prevent such damages being given in the 
action for the injunction instead of the injunction ; but so far as 
the damages claimed cover, not the same ground as the injunction, 
but merely as the common law action for damages, then in the 
absence of notice of action they cannot be recovered. This 
reasoning seems to us perhaps a little subtle, but we think its 
result is practically satisfactory, as reconciling the enactments and 
producing substantial justice. We must confess to having had 
some difficulty in gathering from the judgments of the Master of 
the Rolls and Linotey, L.J., whether their view goes beyond that 
of Bowery, L.J., or not. The substance of what they say seems to 
be that the provision requiring notice of action before an action for 
damages cannot take away the chancery jurisdiction to grant 
damages in an action bond fide brought for an injunction in sub-, 
stitution for an injunction, and that the damages given in the case 
under discussion were in such substitution. This seems to us 
slightly ambiguous, but we cannot help thinking that, when the 
principles on which they proceeded are fully worked out, it will 
be seen that they must lead to the same result as that arrived at 
by Bowen, LJ. We should not, therefore, advise anyone suing a 
public body hastily to jump to the conclusion that, when the 
action is bond fide for an injunction as well as damages, notice of 
action in such cases is a formality that may safely be omitted. 








THE WORK OF THE COURTS IN 1887—1888. 
Il. 
PropaTe, &¢., DIVISION. 

Probates, dc.—During the year 1888 it appears that 14,970 probates 
and 7,239 administrations were granted, whereas the numbers in 1887 
were 14,341 probates and 6,656 administrations, One hundred and 
seventeen trials took place in court, of which 12 were by a special 
jury, 9 by a common jury, and 96 by judge only. The amount of 
feos for contentious business was £1,828, as compared with £1,994 in 
1887. The te amount of stamp duty received in England 
and Wales was £3,930,316, of which £2,563,441 was received in 
London and the remainder in district In 1887 the total 
received was £3,543,022, of which £2,246,167 was received in London. 
The value of effects was sworn at hapa bre = and £82, 440,572 
in 1887. These last figures # to ates administrations 
granted in London only. In the district registries the value of effects 
was sworn at £51,776,446, making with the former t a total of 
£145,717,419 as the value of all estates in 1888. In 1887 the total 
value was £132,533,561. Probates and administrations in 
registries numbered 31,558, being 1,191 more than in 


H 


Divorce and matrimonial causes.—The number of petitions filed in 
the divorce and matrimonial department was 735, of which 541 were 
for dissolution of marriage, 139 for judicial seps 15 for nullity 
of marriage, and 23 for restitution of conjugal rights. In addition to 


these there were 251 petitions for alimony and maintenance, and 17 
for variation of to the 





could not do so where they do grant an injunction. If, however, the 





were tried, of which number 44 trials only were with a jury. 
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were 360 decrees nisi for dissolution of marriage, and 6 for nullity, 
and 338 such decrees were made absolute. Besides these there 
were 54 decrees for judicial separation, and 6 for restitution of con- 
jugal rights. 

Admiralty.—In the year 1888 there were 378 actions under the 
admiralty jurisdiction, of which 327 were in rem and 51 in personam. 
It should be stated, however, that these numbers do not necessarily 
represent all the admiralty actions, as writs for every division of the 
Supreme Court are issued in the Central Office, which apparently 
keeps nu separate account of admiralty writs, and this return only 
represents actions in which duplicate writs were lodged. The 
amount claimed in these 378 actions was £737,590, whereas in 1887, 
in 395 actions, the amount claimed was £1,119,710. There were 45 
motions heard in court and 1,268 summonses issued. Under the 
head of References to the Registrar assisted by Merchants, the total 
number of cases heard and reported upon by the registrar was 104 in 
1888 and 107 in 1887. The total amount of accounts submitted for 
investigation in 1888 in the principal registry was £530,611, of which 
£396,691 was reported due. The total amount of costs submitted for 
taxation was £47,855, of which £33,477 was disallowed, leaving only 
£14,378 reported due. The court sat on 171 days, and the registrar, 
with merchants, on 106 days. Fees received amounted to £6,614. 

Admiralty Marshal.—The return from the office of this official 
shews that 123 arrests of vessels were made in 1888, and the total 

s of property sold under commissions from the court was 
£9 803. The fees received amounted to £771. 


BANKRUPTCY. 

In 1888 there were 4,826 bankruptcies, in which the aggregate of 
the estimated liabilities was £7,110,948 and the estimated assets 
£2,242,747. The petitions filed numbered 5,813, and only 4,826 
receiving orders were made on these petitions; there were, moreover, 
33 orders for administration of deceased debtors’ estates under section 
125 of the Act. The number of estates administered by the official 
receiver was 3,810. All the above figures exhibit a slight decrease 
from those of 1887. There were 1,286 applications for orders of 
discharge, of which 1,158 were granted and 64 refused, 30 were 
adjourned, and 34 were left pending. Prosecutions against fraudulent 
debtors were conducted by the Public Prosecutor in 69 cases, in 47 of 
which the accused were committed for trial, and 16 were acquitted, 
leaving 6 still awaiting trial. The bills of costs taxed by the taxing 
masters of the High Court and the registrars of the county courts 
amounted to £276,880, of which £32,743 was struck out on taxation. 
The number of appeals to the Judge in Bankruptcy was 63, and to 
the Court of Appeal 66. 


EccLESIASTICAL CouRTs. 
The number of suits in ecclesiastical courts in 1888 was 1, as against 
4 in 1887 and 24 in 1886. There were also 321 suits for faculties, and 
316 faculties were decreed. The court fees amounted in 1888 to 
£1,468, and in 1887 to £1,347. 


DIviIsionaL Court. 
There were during the year 1888, 291 appeals by motion from 
county courts and other inferior courts of record of civil jurisdiction 
t to order 59, of which 222 were argued; in the previous 
year there were 252 appeals, of which 238 were argued. 


Tue Court oF APPEAL. 


The two divisions of the Court of Appeal sat on 408 days and dis- 
posed of 758 appeals, leaving at the end of the year a remanet of 
237 appeals. 


Jupicrat. COMMITTEE OF THE Privy CovunNcit. 


Tue Hovsz or Lorps. 


There were presented to the House of Lords in 1888 57 appeals 
from England, 3 from Ireland, and 11 from the Court of Session in 
Scotland, making in all 71, as against 72 in 1887. Of these petitions 
12 were withdrawn and 5 dismissed for non-prosecution. Judgments 
were delivered in 50 appeals. as against 40 judgments in 1887. At 
the end of the session of 1858 4 causes were standing over for judg- 
ment and 37 remained for hearing. The fees amounted to £1,969 in 
888 and to £1,716 in 1887. 
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death is announced of the Hon. Edward Palmer, Chief Justice of 
FAward Island. 


if 





THE ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES AT NISI PRIUS. 


WE have been favoured with a copy of the following important 
observations on the existing, and compulsory, plan of assigning the 
causes in any list which happen to bear even numbers to one court, 
and those of the same class, and bearing uneven numbers, to another 
court, as to which it will be remembered some valuable letters 
appeared in this journal last: year. 

The rules which were made twelve months ago for the arrangement 
of the business at Nisi Prius seem, in the result of a year's experi- 
ence, to work well, with the exception of the 14th, which nobody has 
turned to account, and the 15th, which provides that whenever two 
courts sit for the trial of any one class of actions, the causes which are 
marked with even numbers are to be assigned to one of those courts, 
and the uneven to the other. By this plan, as is alleged, anyone who 
has a cause for trial will only have to note the progress of one court. 
since he will know for certain, and from the first, where his case will 
be heard. Nothing can be more plausible than this supposition, or 
more entirely mistaken, for in numerous instances the rule cannot by 
possibility be adhered to, and both lists must therefore be watched 
just as much as if it did not exist. 

But while failing altogether of its intended effect, the rule is the 
source of a great and useless waste of the money of suitors, and of 
other evils. These may or may not happen to be grave on any 
particular day, since the rule applies to courts incessantly varying 
in number from two up to seven or eight, and it affects them under 
widely differing conditions, but in the course of even a single year, 
the mischief which is done is of a certainty very serious. Whoever 
doubts this should on some Saturday examine the lists for the five 
preceding days, and carefully take stock of what has happened. An 
acquaintance thus formed with the operation of the rule, as shewn 
by a working diagram, may possibly prove conclusive against it, 
although a period of less than a week cannot be expected to yield 
more than a lean crop of experiences. The whole matter, therefore, 
seems to be worth investigation. Simple as it appears to be, it 
cannot be properly dealt with in writing. I called attention in the 
SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL of the 4th of August of last year (at the time 
of drawing the rule), to some points for consideration, not attempt- 
ing any complete statement, but merely adverting to a few objec- 
tions to the scheme which did not appear to have been perceived, or 
duly appraised. The Soxicirors’ Journat of the date men- 
tioned is, of course, still easily accessible to anyone who may care to 
refer to it. It would have been most unbecoming, to say the least of 
it, if I had written a single word tending to call in question the 
propriety of any regulation which had been sanctioned by the Lord 
Chief Justice on its merits, or finally, and I should never, of course, 
have done anything of the kind. But it is quite permissible to me, I 


am sure, to mention that the Lord Chief Justice encouraged my pro- — 


posal to write to the Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, and that he entirely 
approved of the letter itself when published. It may have been 

together expedient to allow a plan which was advocated with 
extreme pertinacity, a run in the open, so to speak, in order that it 
might shew itself for what it really was to those who were not to be 
otherwise convinced about it. The days’ lists of the past year, if in- 
telligently examined as a whole by anyone who may b2 painstaking 
enough to embark on an extremely laborious enterprize, will be found 
to contain proofs of the bad effects of the rule not at all less cogent 
than a mathematical demonstration. 

Some opportunity may perhaps be afforded me hereafter, since th’s 
has not yet occurred, of shewing cause against the rule, and of meet- 
ing its supporters in verbal discussion at close quarters, so that what 
is for the best may be finally ascertained and settled. Meanwhile, 
although very far indeed from being so weak or so impertinent as to 
wish that the smallest weight whatever should be given to my 
opinion paptee sueh, if any, as it may hereafter be found to deserve, 
I submit that it is at any rate likely to be honest and well-considsrea 
for the following reasons :— 

That thirty years’ service as Associate has given me the best 
opportunities for studying all the ins and outs of the arrangement of 
the business at Nisi Prius in every detail, imposing on me at the 
same time a responsibility, which has been duly felt, for good manage- 
ment: no one else now living has had this experience to the same 
extent, or has been similarly bound in duty to ascertain the true facts 
on which every point of practice with regard to the lists should be 
founded. That since the rule tends to reduce the preparation of the lists 
to a more mechanical process, it relieves the Associate of a great deal 
of trouble and anxiety ; this pg | 80, my objection to a plan which 
befriends myself can only be on the ground of the injury which it 
does to others, and its absolute uselessness for any purpose whatever. 
That had I defended, or merelyfabstained from assailing, a rule which 
must seem to outsiders to be quite harmless, convenient, and of no 
importance whatever, this would have been the path of peace as well 
as of pleasantness, and my treachery to the interests of suitors, and the 
serious consequences of that treachery, could never have been detected, 

It may be added that every officer of my department who has at 
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any time been concerned with making out the lists, has been lei to 
entirely the same conclusions as myself inthis matter. T.W. ERLE. 
November Ist, 1889. 








REVIEWS. 
ELECTRIC LIGHTING. 


TuE LAW RELATING TO ELxcrRic LicuTine. SEcoND EpiTion. By 
G.SPENcCER Bower, B.A., Barrister-at-Law, and WALTER WEBB, 
Solicitor. Sampson Low, Marston, Searle & Rivington. 


This is the second edition of a book written in 1882, soon after the 
passing of the original Electric Lighting Act. At that time the 
materials in the hands of the authors were limited to the Act itself 
and the Board of Trade Rules. As is notorious, very little came of 
the Act at that time, principally in consequence of the unfortunate 
section which empowered local authorities to purchase an electric 
light undertaking after twenty-one years. This was quite sufficient 
to deter possible investors in such undertakings from investing their 
money, and quite naturally so, seeing that they would have to run all 
the risks of failure—not at all an impossible contingency at such an 
early stage of the application of electricity to lighting purposes— 
would bave to remain without dividends during the construction of 
the works, and finally would have to chance the possibility of being 
deprived of the fruits of their undertaking when it had at last become 
well established and was paying well. The Act of 1888 remedied that 
defect by extending the period to forty-two years, and at once gave 
an impetus to electric enterprize. Now the authors have at their 

i the proceedings at the Board of Trade enquiry held before 
Major Marindin in April, 1889, two reports issued by the Board of 
Trade in this year, and the model form of Provisional Order recently 
published by the Board of Trade, in addition to the two Acts and the 
various rules and regulations which have been laid down. With these 
materials much greater certainty with respect to the working of the 
Acts can now be arrived at than was possible in 1882, and the authors 
can claim the credit of a very searching and complete enquiry into 
the whole subject. It is, of course, too early yet to say that all their 
views and anticipations are correct, but it is not too soon to say that 

rsons interested in the subject will find here much painstaking and 
intelligent comment on a subject which is by no means free from 
difficulty, and will be placed in a position to know what the points are, 
and to form their own opinions upon them, with the valuable assist- 
ance obtainable from the observations of authors who have manifestly 
given much time and thought to the subject. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
SOLICITORS’ AUCTION FEES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I observe, by the extract you gave last week from the annual 
report of the Bristol Incorporated Law Society, that the council of 
that society say they observe with regret the absence of any 
uniformity of practice in Bristol as regards charging solicitors’ 
contract fees on sales by auction, and r refer to the different 
practices of solicitors charging the purchaser with a commission 
payable to themselves, of a commission being charged with the 
addition of the words ‘‘ towards the expenses of the sale,” of making 
&@ commission payable direct to the vendor, and in other cases of 
reserving a fixed fee for the contract to the vendor's solicitor; and 
the council very naturally urge the desirability of conforming to a 
common usage, as the existing variety of practice tends to misconce: 
tion on the part of the public and to dissatisfaction amongst the 
profession. 

young not long ago to be attending an auction of house Property 
in and near Bristol, I made some inquiry as to the condition I foun 
inserted that the purchaser should, in addition to his purchase-money, 
pay a fee to the auctioneer, or to the vendor, of £2 per cent., on the 
purchase-money ‘‘ towards the expenses of the sale,’? when the 
auctioneer assured me that it made no difference in the price obtained 
for property sold, and that if a purchaser would bid £1,000 for a 
house, an extra £1 or £2 per cent. thereon made no difference, as an 
extra fee was always expected to be Raia, and everyone knew it. 
Upon my asking a local solicitor if this did not clash with the conduct- 
ing charge allowed under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order, he said 
not, as the commission or fee was not paid by the client, and was 
generally made payable to the vendor and not to the solicitor. 

Upon my asking him if this practice was generally adopted by the 
profession, he told me it had but lately sprung up, and upon my 
further question as to what the auctioneer did with the £20 (upon the 
sale of a £1,000 house), he said he was supposed to retain half of it, or 
£10, as his auction fee, and hand the other £10 to the solicitor, who 


costs. Many solicitors, he said, still adhered to the old practice of 
stipulating for the £1 per cent. only (10s. per cent. only above 
£1,000 purchase-money), in which case, of course, there would be no 
credit given to the client; which at once occasioned my remarking 
that no wonder dissatisfaction was felt amongst the local profession, 
as it seemed evident that an outsider would at once think one solicitor 
to be cleverer than another if the one could afford to give him a credit 
of £10 whilst the other allowed nothing, and most probably he would 
bear it in mind, upon the next sale he had, as to which solicitor he 
instructed. 

My friend readily admitted that he did not like this variety of 
practice, and said he knew that the Council of the Law Society tried 
to grapple with it, but unsuccessfully, and that he feared the practice 
was too inveterate in Bristol and a great part of the West of England 
to be readily broken down. 

I should like to know how far a similar practice obtains elsewhere, 
and generally the views of other practitioners as to it. Lex. 

PWe shall be glad if readers will respond to dent 

es ers respo our correspondent’s 
invitation Wemay add that we have, within the last year or two, 
seen provisions of the kind he mentions in conditions of sale of pro- 
perty in two of the Midland counties.—Eb. 8. J.] 





STAMP ON TRANSFER OF MORTGAGE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In Mr. Griffiths’ “ Digest of the Stamp Duties ” it is said that 
when an arrear of interest on a mortgage is, with the amount of the 
principal due, transferred, the transferee must pay duty on the interest 
as well as on the principal. This is, I submit, a mistaken view. 

My firm has recently had an objection taken that two deeds of 
transfer of mortgage appearing on an abstract of title—-one men- 
tioning a specific amount of interest, and the other reciting that some 
interest was due, the same not, however. b actually payable, as 
the due date had not arrived—were insufficiently stam: as neither 
covered the interest, and it was stated, by the gentleman making the 
requisition, on counsel’s advice, that he had on several occasions taken 
the objection with success, and that in one case the vendor's solici- 
tors had had the matter yaa ea when the stamp authorities 
ruled that a stamp covering the interest was requisite. 

The question turns on the meaning of the words ‘‘ of the amount 
transferred, assigned, or disponed” in the schedule to the Stamp Act 
of 1870. Section 105 defines the —~ b ” as oy 
“‘The term ‘ mortgage’ means & securi' way of mortgage for the 
payment of any definite and certain sum of money advanced or lent at 
the time or previously due and owing or forborne to be paid, being 
payable, or for the repayment of money to be thereafter lent, advanced, 
or paid, or which may become due upon an account current, together 
with any sum already advanced or due, or without, as the case may 
be,” and then mentions what it includes, not referring to a transfer. 

The word “‘ amount” in the schedule, I submit, is inserted to meet 
the case where a portion of the capital has been paid off, otherwise 
the expression is elliptical -amount of what? Surely of the mort- 
gage as defined by the statute. : 
The Stamp Acts previously in force never contemplated the taxing 
interest accruing on a bond, a covenant, a mortgage, or other 
security, as is evident from the cases thereon, amongst 
which I may instance the case of Barker v. Smart (7 M. & W. 50), and 
the subject is not to be charged with any new tax without clear 


wo 
Then, in, the 109th section, yee intended to 


meet the difficulties previously cured by the Act of 13 & 14 Vict. 
c. 97, yet shews the intention of the Legislature to put the tax 
upon principal only. E 

The purchaser's objection was up until the last moment, when 
it was waived, or the question would have been determined upon an 
originating summons under the Vendor and Parchaser Act. 
Manchester, Nov. 1. J. H. Buttock. 
[See observations under head of “‘ Carrent Topics.”—Ep. 8. J } 





SEARCHES FOR INCUMBRANCES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—It is astonishing what sensations and excitement a of 
your pages affords to a 
and late, Ry. a or 2 Rade = na ioe ae hae 
affecting hi ession and clien surprises 

eee. os as publication of your correspondent’s letter on this 
subject is the greatest. I am not unaccustomed to find an esteemed 
client’s title to property in peril, or even by a stroke of the 
pen (or perhaps for the want of one) a tary drafts- 
man, or a decision of almost —- acuteness, but I was not 
prepared for the existence of a light-hearted practitioner who could 





gave (or ought to give) his client, the vendor, credit for it off his 


omit what I believe to be recognized as ‘‘the usual searches.” 
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The necessity for making these searches cannot for one moment 
be questioned, the erie | is their scope and extent. 

The articles you publi in 1886 and 1887 on the subject should be 
a sufficient guide for most purposes, but there is one head I think 
they did not touch, and it affects almost everyday practice with me. 

TI refer to the searches to be made by the solicitor for a mort- 
gagee upon a reconveyance of the mortgaged property to a mort- 


ee the strong objection made by mortgagor’s solicitors to the 
payment of charges for such searches, I can only imagine they 
are not usually made. But fancy the consequences, if omitted, if the 
mortgagor had been adjudicated bankrupt and the equity of re- 
demption vested in his trustee in bankruptcy. Or suppose the 
equity to have been dealt with or affected, and the transaction re- 
gistered at the Land mn ry 

Other suggestions might be made, but I have probably given the 
two most important illustrations where a reconveying mortgagee 

ight, in the absence of searches, he involved in the conseqaences 
pr, oe reconveyed to the wrong person. 

They say extremes meet, so your correspondent may perhaps be 
able to demolish my anxieties, the subject of this letter. M. 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. 8. J.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE SOLICITORS’ ACT, 1888, 

By virtue and in pursuance of the Solicitors’ Act, 1888, I, William 
Baliol Baron Esher, Master of the Rolls, hereby ee the following 
members of the Council of the In ted Law iety—viz., John 
Hunter, Richard Mills and Wm. Melmoth Walters in the place of 
E. J. Bristow, Sir Thomas Paine, and Sir Watson Parker to 
act on the committee appointed under the 12th section of the said 
Act for the purpose of hearing any application to strike the name of 
a solicitor off the roll, or any application requiring a solicitor to 
answer the allegations contained in an affidavit. I declare that the 
committee under the said Act shall now consist of the following 
members of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society—viz. :— 

John Hunter, 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 

4 og Greene Lake (Chairman), 10, New-square, Lincoln’s- 
inn, W.C. 


Heary Markby, 57; Coleman-street, E.C. 
Richard 1, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C, 
Cornelius Thomas Saunders, Birmingham. 
Wm. Melmoth Walters, 9, erie Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 
Wm. Williams, 32, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
And I hereby int them accordingly. 
Dated this 5th day of November, 1889. 


(Signed) EsHer, MR. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal, 
PHILLIPS ABD ANOTHER ¢, LEES—No. 1, 21st October. 


Laspiomp asp Tzxanr—Disrzess ror Rewr—Percenrack Fee ror 
“Levimc Disresss”—Ricur or Bamirr— AczicurrvgaL Howpinas 
(Exo.amp) Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 61), 8. 49; 2np scHEDULE. 


for levy, charges authorized by the 2nd schedule to the Act. 
The claimed the £7 10s. The Divisional Court considered 
themesives bound by the decision in Cocde v. Johns (35 W. R. 47, 17 
@ B. D. 714), and gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendant 


Both these sums went 


the rent distrained for, and one guinea for levy. 
to dl ceived hie rent as before the Act. 


bailiff, and the landlord only re 
The fact that the guinea was expressly stated in the schedule as belonging 
to the bailiff was not sufficient to shew that the percentage fee did not 
go to him also. These two fees were merely in substitution for the former 
ls. in the £. The decision in Coode v, Johns was, therefore, wrong, and 
they would not follow it.—Oounszt, Gore; Bowen Rowlands, Q O., and 
Foote. Soutcrrors, Peacock § Goddard; Prior, Church, ¢ Adams, for J. 
Price, Haverfordwest. 


HOLTBY v. HODGSON ; BATESON, Garnishee—No. 1, 6th November. 


Marrrep Woman—“‘Jupement Desr’’—GannisHze Oxper—R. 8. C., 
XLV.,1; XLII, 3—Manzrep Women’s Prorgerry Act, 1882 (45 & 46 
Vier. c. 75), s. 1. 


The plaintiff, in 1887, recovered judgment by default against the defend. 
ant, a married woman, the judgment being in the form set out in Scott v. 
Morley (20 Q. B. D. 120), which limited the execution to her separate 
estate not subject to restraint a anticipation. This judgment 
remained In July, 1889, the defendant obtained a verdict 
for £150 t the garnishee for malicious prosecution. Judgment -was 
given for amount, but was not entered up until October. In July, 
upon the application of the plaintiff, the master made an order attachin, 
this £150 to answer his ee debt. Upon appeal, the judge referre 
the matter to the court. e ceurt (Mathew and Cave, JJ.) affirmed the 
order. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Oovunr dismissed the appeal. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the 
first point taken was that the tiff had not obtained such a judgment 
ea atelaneet, ot grace tg ss —— to ow re 
P » a8 a judgment creditor, to a garnishee order, the groun 2 
that there was no personal j t against the married woman, bat 
only a judgment against her separate estate. The judgment followed the 
writ, and was in the form set forth in Scott v. Morley. The judge 
poe aby —S nena be but — was only o issue 

er separate pro not subject to a restriction against anticipa- 
tion. The married a was to liable on ceotain condibiees, por 
those conditions were stated in the writ. The judgment by default was 
an admission that those conditions existed. Therefore the judgment was 
against her, and ord. 45, r. 1, applied. It was a judgment against a 
debtor who was liable on the pagent, though the judgment could only 
be realized in a particular way. next point was that the defendant 
had not obtained a judgment so as to make her a judgment creditor 
but only gave her something as her separate property under the Married 
Women’s Pro Act, 1882. In his opiate m there was a judgment debt 
which could attached. The last point taken was that there was no 
pry for £150 at the time when the garnishee proceedings were taken. 
ut ord. 41, r. 3, provides that jud t when entered up should date 
and take effect from the day when the judgment was pronounced. There- 
fore there was a judgment in existence when the garnishee proceedin 
were taken. The appeal therefore failed. Linpitey and Lorss, L.JJ., 
concurred.—OounseL, 7. Willes Chitty ; Crump, Q.O0., and Cyril Dodd. 
Souicrrors, Emmet, Son, § Stubbs ; Clinton § Buckby. 


BLAKEY v. LATHAM—No, 2, 6th November. 
Arrgeat—Tiwe—Inrextocurory Onper—R. 8. 0., LVIIL, 15. 


This was an a. against the decision of Kay, J. (33 Soxicrrons’ 
JovRNAL, 455, 41 D. 518), upon a question of set-off of costs and solici- 
tor’s lien. Upon the o of the appeal, the pany objection 

the was from an interlocutory order, and 
that it was too late, not having been brought within twenty-one days. 
The it for the infringement of ogtee, and at the trial 


by Kay, J., it was d with costs. The plaintiff ap , and his 
was, in February, 1889, dismissed, with costs, defendant’s 
costs being ds taxed at £271 14s. 8d. The plaintiff brought 


another against the defendants for infringement of a trade-mark, 
and in that action Chitty, J., gave judgment for the plaintiff, with costs. 
In November, 1888, a motion was made by the plaintiff in the nt 
action, which was allowed, with costs, the costs being taxed at £48 3s, 6d. 
In December, 1888, a motion be 4 plaintiff in the trade-mark action 
at £54 lle. 6d. The order now 
tiff was entitled to set off the 
£48 3s. endant to the plaintiff under the 
order of N on, SER ogra Ss IN Sia AR hen ee al 
payable by the plaintiff to the defendant, and also that the plaintiff was 
entitled ¥ costs payable by the defendant to the 
— um of £271 14s. 8d., but subject to the lien 

if any) the defendants’ solicitor might have for costs in the patent 


order, and that the ppeal was brough tes te Coven, 3, ool Oe 
a) was t “ on, L.J., 8 a 
eens et by LJ fa Biendord Die a sovael 
some rett, LJ. 4 District Oo. v. range 
. P. D, 67). He there said (p. i): “No order, judgment, or other 
proceeding can be final which does not at once affect the status of the 
ces eee side the decision may be given, so that if it is given 


that any j which was in the matter was a final order 
Stale a pnp of Lay oy sense oo meter come Pg 

on judgment, but an order for purpose of working out a judg- 
: . The present order directed how the decision a 





tory 
to costes contained in the pr orders were to be worked out, and it 








the it is conclusive against the defendant, and if it is given 
Sor the Sedona is o constonire the plaintiff.” But he did not 
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clearly interlocutory. Fay, L.J., said that he would not 
Jofnition of the word interlocutory.” But he was clearly of opinion 


that an order made for the purpose of wens out the rights given by a 
n 


previous judgment or order was an i 


ocutory order. —OounszL, 


Fillan and C. E..E. Jenkins; Sidn-y Woolf; G. Henderson. Soxtctrors, 
A. V: Green; E. Salaman; Bell, Brodrick, § Gray. 


GILBERT v. BOOSEY—No. 2, 6th November. 


Oopynicut —Orzsra—Ricut or RepresgntaTion—AuTerED Eprtrion— 


This was 


InrgrLocvTory Insuncrion—3 Wit. 4, c. 15, 8. 1. 
an appeal by the plaintiff from the refusal of Denman, J., 


as Vacation Judge, to grant an interlocutory injunction (33 Soxicrrors’ 
Journat, 733). The plaintiff had translated and adapted from the 
French the libretto of an opera, and had assigned the copyright and the 
right of representation to the defendants. He claimed an injunction to 
restrain the defendants from using his name in connection with the 
representation at a theatre in London of any published version of the 
libretto other than that of which he was the author. In producing 
the piece the defendants had made some alterations and omissions from 
the plaintiff's version, and had introduced two songs of which he was not 


the author. 


The plaintiff alleged that his reputation as an author would 


be damaged. The defendants had advertised the piece as the English 
adaptation written by the plaintiff. : 

Tue Courr (Corron and Fry, L JJ.) affirmed the decision, holding 
that no case had been shewn for granting an interlocutory eee 
but deciding nothing as to the plaintiff’s legal right. Oorron, L.J., said 
that he was strongly opposed to the granting of ex parte injunctions, 
except where a strong case of manifest immediate wrong was shewn. He 
would not now decide the question whether the plaintiff was legally 
entitled to prevent the defendants from introducing anything whatever 
into his libretto. The court was not bound to decide that question upon 
an interlocutory motion, when it was satisfied that there was no wrong 
which required the granting of an interlocutory injunction. The 
defendants had introduced two songs into the plaintiff's work. Evidence 
had been given as to the nature of one only of those songs. His lordship 


would not enter into the question whether the so 


written by the 


plaintiff compared favourably or unfayourably with the song actually 
substituted forit. If there had been anything in the song thus intro- 
duced which would cast opprobrium on the plaintiff, or in any way injure 


his reputation, the court might perhaps have interfered. 


ordship 


was not satisfied that there was an of that sort. There was no 
ground for interfering by interlocutory injunction. Fry, L.J., con- 
curred.—CounssL, Lockwood, Q.0., and Eve; Romer, Q.0., and G. Broke 
Freeman, Souicrrons, Bolton § Mote; Boulton, Sons, ¢ Saudeman. 


Re CUNO, MANSFIELD v. MANSFIELD—No. 2, 1st November. 


Marrrep Woman—Oaraciry TO MAKE Witi-TssTaMENTARY PowsR or a 


APPOINTMENT IN EVENT OF DzaTH InN Husnanp’s: LirerimE—WILL MADE 
in Hussanp’s Liretimzs—Wire Surytvinc—Errect or WiLt—Marriep 
Women’s Property Act, 1882, s. 5—Wuus Act, ss. 8, 24. 


A question arose in this case as to the effect of a will made by a married 
woman’ in her husband’s lifetime, she, in the event, surviving him. A 
settlement, dated the 29th of December, 1863, was made prior to the 
marriage, by which personal property of the wife was vested in the 
trustees, upon trust to pay the income to her during her life, for her sepa- 
rate use without power of anticipation, and after her death upon certain 
trusts for her children and other issue. In case the wife should survive 
the husband, and there should be no child of the marriage who should 
attain a vested interest under the prior trusts, then, subject to the prior 
trusts, the trust fund was to be held on trust for the wife absolutely. In 
case the wife should diein the lifetime of the husband, and there should 
be no child of the marriage who should attain a vested interest, the 
fund was to be held on trust for such persons as the wife should, notwith- 
standing coverture, by will appoint, and, in default of appointment, on 
trust for her next of kin in the ordinary way. In 1870 a separation took 
place between the husband and wife. There was never any issue of the 
0m ce, In May, 1886, the wife made a will, in which the provisions of 
the eettlement were recited, and she thereby appointed that, in case she 
should die in her husband's lifetime, and there should be default of issue 
to take under the trusts of the settlement, the settlement trust fund 
should be transferred to the trustees of her will, to be held by them upon 
the trusts thereby declared. And the testatrix devised, bequeathed, and 
appointed all other the estate and effects, both real and Eee < or to 
which she should at her death be seised, or entitled as sepa- 
rate estate, or over or in relation to which she should have any general 
power of appointment or disposition exercisable by Bow the the trustees 


of her will upon certain trusts therein declared. 


band died in 


1887. The wife died in September, 1888. Her will was wed in the 
mistaken belief that the husband was still living. The mii was after- 
wards discovered, and the question was then whether under the 
circumstances tho settlement trust fund passed the wife’s will, 


Key, J., held that it did not, 


uz Court (Corrox, Bowarn, and oa oy, affirmed th 


ay held, on the authority of Noble v. 


© decision. 
itlock (L. R. 8 Oh, 778, L. R. 7 


580), that the will did not, by virtue of the Wills Act, o as an 
exercise of the power of oe which did not como into existence 


till after the death of the 


usband, nor pass the absolute reversionary 


interest of the wife, which was not — estate, and which had not 


come into 
Reid v. 
the Married 


ossession at the date of the will; and, on the authority of 
80 Soxrorrons’ Jovnnat, 216, 81 Oh. D, 402), section 5 of 
omen’s Property Act, 1882, did not enable the wife to dis- 





































inasmuch as her title to it had accrued 


of her reversionary interest, 
fy the commencement of the Act.—OounseL, Warmington, Q.0., and 


T. Ribton; Fischer, Q.C., and Rawlinson; Renshaw, QO., and FE. Ford; 


Solomon; P. 8. Stokes. Soxurcrrons, Surman § Quekett ; Crawley, Arnold, ¢ 
Co ; Penlee ¢ Grubbe ; Leathes § Maynard. 


[It is understood that the appeal 


was brought with the intention of 


carrying the case to the House of Lords, in the hope of obtaining a 
reversal of the decision of the Court of Appeal in Reid v. Reid:] 


Re ROYLE, ROYLE ¢. HAYES—No: 2, lst- November. 


R. 8. 0., LV., 3. 


24th of May, 1885, when he was on his death- 


Orxicinarinc Summons—Jurispicrion—Apverse Onam sy Execurorn— 


ting summons under rule 3 of order 55. A testator, on the 


A question arose in this case as to the jurisdiction of the court upon 
f bed, received in part * 
Mall, 

it in 


ment of the purchase-money of some land which he had agreed to 


the sum of £171. He handed the money to his wife, and she 
a bank in her own name. He died on the 29th of May, and 
executors thereof. 


he appointed two 


y his will 
He directed 


persons trustees and 
them to hold his estate in trust to pay the income thereof to his 
wife os widowhood. The widow alleged that the testator had 


made an a 


lute gift of the £171 to her; the executors claimed the 


amount as part of the testator’s estate. The summons was taken out by 


one of the executors, as 
widow as defendants, and i 


following questions 


under ord. 55, r. 3, and that relief mig 


plaintiff, 
it esked for the 


tthe other executor and the 
determination (inter alia) of the 
in the administration of the testator’s estate 
ht be given in respect thereof 


without an administration of the estate—viz , whether the £171 belonged 
to the testator and formed part of his estate at his death. On the hear- 
ing of the summons by Kekewich, J., the objection was taken, on behalf 
of the defendants, that there was no jurisdiction under rule 3 of order 
55 to decide the above question upon an o 
the executors could only reeover the money by means of an action against 
the widow. Kekewich, J., overruled the objection. He said that under 
order 55 there was jurisdiction to decide any question which could be 


decided in an 


on 


action. The piai 


g summons, but that 


ntiff, as an executor, 


might have asked for the administration of the estate by the court, and 
directed, the 


in that case, if an account of the 


uestion of the validity of the 
case was then heard on the merits, and Kekewich, J., decided that 
the widow had not made out her claim, and that the money formed part 


of the testator’s estate. 
cision upon the 


money from her. By consent the case was heard on the 


established her claim 
Soxtcrrons, Bower, Cotton, ¢ Bower ; Yeild-., 


Counszn, Levett ; EB. 
ing, Barlow, ¢ Piper. 


court held that the widow had 
: . Ford. 


They 


in 


estate had been 
w’s claim could have been decided. 


Tux Covrr (Corrox, Bowsx, and Frr, L.JJ.) disagreed with the de- 
ripen tes peokietbanay oieesiaik. with Kekewich, J., 
an administration 


summons under order 55. 


Ex parte CAWLEY—No. 2, 2nd November. 


Morreacer. 
This was an appeal 


from a decision 
ito a judgment debtor was delivered, to 
creditor. In 1867 a railway company took some of the land 
statutory powers, and paid the purchase-money into 
Clauses Consolidation Act. 
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W. Higgins; Parker. Soutcrrons, Arthur Hughes; Fielder § Fielder ; 
Bircham ¢ Co. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
ALEXANDER v. SIMPSON AND OTHERS—Chitty, J., 1st November. 


Company—ExTRAORDINARY GENERAL Mestinc—Norice To SHARBHOLDERS 
—Oomrpanres Act, 1862, s. 51. 


In this case the question arose as to the validity of a notice given by 
a company for an extraordinary general meeting, under section 51 of the 
Act, 1862, for the of confirming resolutions for 
voluntary liquidation and reconstruction. On the 3rd of July, 1889, the 
company sent out to the shareholders notice of an extraordinary general 
meeting, to be held on the 12th of July, at the time and place specified, 
for the purpose of passing the resolutions, and the notice concluded by 
stating that ‘‘should such resolutions be duly passed, the same will be 
submitted for confirmation as special resolutions to a subsequent extra- 
ordinary bag meeting of the company, which will be held on the 
29th of July, 1889, at the same time and place.” By the articles of the 
company seven days’ notice of a meeting was sufficient, and, the resolu- 
tions having been passed by a very large majority at the meeting of the 
12th of July, the company, on the 15th of July, sent by post to each 
shareholder a copy of the Financier newspaper containing a full report 
of the proceedings at the meeting, the attention of the reader being 
directed by a mark placed against the report. The meeting of the 29th 
of July having been held confirming the resolutions, the plaintiff, a 
shareholder, now submitted that there was no valid notice of the meeting 
of the 29th of J uly, and moved for an interim injunction restraining the 
directors and liquidator from proceeding with the liquidation. 
Carrry, J., said that it had been argued by the defendants that in the 
language of the notice there was an absolute statement that ‘‘a meeting 
be held” at a given time and place, but the fair meaning of the 
notice was that in the event of the resolutions being passed, the second 
meeting would be held. The notice was good as to the first meeting, but 
it was conditional as to the second. He unhesitatingly held that a con- 
ditional notice was not a good notice. The shareholders of a company 
were entitled to have definite notice, and to hold otherwise would be pre- 
judicial to the interests of shareholders. The next point was whether the 
company, by sending the newspaper, had given the requisite notice. Had 
the company sent a notice that the resolutions had been passed at the 
first » that might have been sufficient, if the notice had referred 
to the ious notice. Of course, the shareholders might have opened 
Oe soeepege and read it, but that was not enough. Moreover, the 
was not bound to assume the correctness of the report. To 
affect the shareholder the notice must emanate from the office of the 
company, and it was for the company to tell the shareholder that the 
sendietione had been passed. y= ey was entitled to an order on 
poe og of the notice being invalid. It was arranged that the matter 
ba mentioned again that day week, the defendants in the mean- 
while undertaking in the terms of the notice of motion.—OounsgL, Romer, 
QC., and Bramwell Davis; Rigby, Q.0., Seward Brice, Q.O., and J. T. 
Prior, Soxicrronrs, Snell, Son, ¢ Greenip ; Powell ¢ Burt. 


Re THE BLUE RIBBON LIFE, &., ASSURANCE CO. (LIM.)—North, J., 
26th October. 


Iarz Assurance Company—Investment or Dexposir—JvunrisDIcTION oF 
_ Covrt—Lirz Assurance Oempanies Act, 1870, s. 3—Lirz AssuRANCE 
Oompantes Act, 1872, s. 1—Boarp or Trapeze Ruizs, 1872, x, 4. 


provisions of the Life Assurance Companies Acts. Section 3 of 
of 1870 a that every company established after its passing 
on the ess of life assurance should be required to deposit 
of £20,000 with the Accountant- General of the Court of Chancery, 
invested by him in one of the securities usually accepted by the 
for the a of — ogee from time to time under its 
administration, the company ng the particular security, and receivip 
the income therefrom.” Section 1 of the Act of 1872 wre Fe that the 
deposit may be made by the subscribers of the memorandum of associa- 
tion of the comps ny, in the name of the proposed company, 
aes toe Se ration of the company shall be deemed to have 
been , and to be part of the assets of, thecompany. ‘‘ The Board 
of Trade may from time to time make . . . rules with respect to the 
and repeyment of the said deposit, the investment of or dealin 
same, &c.”” ‘‘ Any rules made in pursuance of this section 
if they were enacted in this Act’ By rule 4 of the Board of 
of 1872 “‘ where money is so paid into the Court of Chancery, 
order that 
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investment of trust funds, authorizcd as an investment for such funds, but 
it was said to be not clear that they are included in the order of Novem- 
ber. 1888, as to the investment of funds under the control of the court. 

Nor, J., said that he need not decide whether these annuities could 
now be accepted by the court as a proper investment for funds under its 
control. He was of opinion that rule 4 gave him power to sanction the 
pro investment in such a case as the present. But evidence must be 
produced that the proposed change would be more beneficial than a 
change into some other investment which would be clearly within the 
order of November, 1888 —Oounsgx, Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Wurzburg. 
Soricrtors, Sharpe, Parker, § Co. 


CHRISTIE v. THE NORTHERN COUNTIES PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING 
SOCIETY—North, J., 30th October. 


Buripine Socrery—Disrure WITH RETIRING MempgR—REFERENCE TO ARBI- 
TRATION—APPOINTMENT OF ARBITRATORS BY Soocrrty arrer AcrTION 
BROUGHT. 


The question in this case was, whether a member of a building society, 
who given notice to withdraw his shares, was bound to submit a dis- 
pute between himself and the society, as to the amount which he wes 
entitled to receive on the withdrawal, to arbitration, in accordance with 
the rules of the society. The rules provided that, ‘‘ every dispute between 
the society and any member, or person claiming by or through any 
member, or under the rules, on which the decision of the board shall not 
be deemed satisfactory, sball be settled by reference to arbitration, pur- 
suant to the Building Societies Act, 1874. Five arbitrators shall be 
elected by the members at a general meeting, none of them being 
directly or indirectly beneficially interested in the funds of the society. 
In each case of dispute the names of the arbitrators shall be written on 
pieces of paper and placed in a box, and the three whose names are first 
drawn out by the complaining party shall be the arbitrators to decide the 
matter in dispute.” In the present case the member commenced an 
action against the society to enforce his claim, and after the service of the 
writ a general meeting of the members was held, and five arbitrators were 
elected. Prior to this there had not been any election of arbitrators. 
Notice of the intention to hold the meeting was sent to the plaintiff, the 
rules providing that a member who had given notice to withdraw his 
shares should continue to be a member of the society, and to be bound b; 
the rules, until he should have received the amount payable in respect of h 
shares, though he should not be entitled to vote at, or take any partin, ef 
meeting of the society. After the election of arbitrators the society too 
out a summons to stay the proceedings in the action, and that the matters 
in dispute might be referred to arbitration, pursuant to the rules. 

Norra, J., refused the application. He said that, no arbitrator having 
been appointed, the plaintiff was entitled to issue his writ. After the 
litigation bad been commenced, the society, one of the parties to it, nomi- 
nated a tribunal to decide it. The tribunal contemplated by the rules was 
three persons selected by lot out of a standing body of arbitrators pre- 
viously elected, and it was not competent to the society, after the litiga- 
tion had commenced, to nominate the tribunal which was to decide it. 
The persons chosen as arbitrators might have been elected because they 
were known to have a particular opinion as to the matter in dispute. The 
action, having been properly commenced at the time when the writ wes 
issued, could not be stopped by the nomination of a tribunal thus consti- 
tuted.—Counszt, Sir H. Davey, Q.0., Everitt, Q.C., and Farwell ; Napier 
Higgins, Q.C., and Rutherford. Soxscrrors, Norris, Allen, $ Chapman; 
Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co. 


Re BLACKBURN, SMILES v, BLACKBURN—North, J., 31st October. 
Wru1—Copici.—ConriramatTion—PoweR—Exegxciss. 


The question in this case was, whether there had been a valid exercise by 
a testator of special powers of appointment contained in a settlement 
made -s his , and in a post-nuptial settlement indorsed there- 
on, and this depended upon the effect of a codicil confirming his will. 
The ante-nuptial settlement was executed in 1853. It contained a power 
for the vor of the husband and his wife by will to appoint the trust 
fond among the children of the marriage. On the 11th of August, 1854, 
the husband made his will, and thereby devised and bequeathed all the 
property of which he might be possessed, or over which he might bave a 
power of disposal, at the time of his death, for the benefit of bis younger 
children. On the 15th of August, 1854, the post-nuptial settlement was 
executed. It contained a power of appointment to the survivor of the 
husband and qife in similar terms to that contained in the original settle- 
ment. In May, 1882, the wife died. On the 10th of July, 1882, the 
husband made a codicil to his will, by which, after a bequest to his three 
daughters and a gift of the residue of his pospeny to his younger son, 
he eaid, ‘in all other respects I confirm my original will in so far as it is 
still capable of taking effect.” 

Nozrn, J., held that the codicil must be read ‘ts if it had repeated the 
words of the will, and that, so reading it, it with the will operated as a 
valid exercise of both the powers.—Counset, W. C Druse; Warrington; 
Swinfen Eady. Soricrrons, Druces § Atlee; Pretor W. Chandler. 


Re BIRD, BIRD v, METROPOLITAN BOARD OF WORKS—Stirling, J., 5th 
November. 


Costs unpze Lanps Oravses Oonsoiipation Act—INTEREST. 
This was a summons for leave to issue execution to enforce an order for 
payment of costs made under section 20 of the Lands Clauses Consolida- 


tion Act, 1845. The application was opposed on the CT that the 
applicants were not entitled to interest from the date of the order, but 
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only to interest from the date of the taxing master’s certificate which had 
been tendered. The matter was compromised, but in the couree of the 
discussion 

Srratixe, J., intimated an opinion that the form of order under the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act might require reconsideration if it was 
an order which carried interest on costs —Counssz, W. H. Gover ; Beale, 
Q.0., and @eare. Soxicrrors, Henry Gover § Son; R. Ward. 


FISHER v. SHIRLEY—Stirling, J., 30th and 31st October. 


SgeTrLEMENT—OovVENANT BY HvsBAND TO SETTLE WIFR’S AFTER-ACQUIRED 
PRopERTY—-PROPERTY ACQUIRED AFTER Wire's Deata—CoveNnanT NOT 
LmMITED TO CovERTURE. 


In this case a question arose whether a covenant by a husband, contained 
in a marriage settlement, to settle the after-acquired property of his wife, 
who predeceased him, was to be construed generally or was to be limited 
to the coverture. Under a deed poll, dated in 1833, Mrs. Shirley was 
entitled, subject to certain successive life interests, to a share of certain 
funds thereby settled. On her marriage with the defendant Shirley in 
1841 a marriage settlement was executed which contained a covenant by 
the defendant Shirly to settle any property to which Mrs. Sbirley or he in 
her right should subsequently become entitled. Mrs. Shirley died in 1852. 
There were children of the marriage living. The defendant Shirley sur- 
vived his wife and was still living, but had assigned his interest. The last 
surviving tenant for life under the deed of 1833 having recently died, and 
the fund having thereupon become divisible, an originating summons was 
taken out for the determination of the question whether Mrs. Shirley’s 
share was bound by the covenant. On behalf of the assignee of the de- 
fendant Shirley’s interest, it was contended that the covenant was to ba 
limited to property acquired during the coverture. 

Srrrx11nG, J., said that there were no words in the covenant which con- 
fined its operation to property falling in during the coverture. It was said 
that there was a series of cases which settled that a covenant of this nature 
was to be construed as if it were limited to the coverture. Those, how- 
ever, were cases in which the wife was the survivor, and for the object, as 
stated by James, LJ., in Re Edwards (22 W. R. 144, L. R 9 Ch. 97), of 
pres the property falling under the sole control of the husband. 

n the present case, however, the words of the covenant were general, 
and could not be so limited. There would therefore be a declaration that 
the trustees of the deed of 1841 were entitled to Mrs. Shirley’s share.— 
Counszi, A. J. Spencer; Hadley ; Bradley Dyne. Soxtcrrors, Janson, Cobb, 
Pearson, $ Co., for Tizer, Geare, § Mathew, Exeter; Cole ¢ Jackson, for 
+ ¢ Francis, Oambridge ; Prior, Church, ¢ Adams, for Dyne ¢ Miiller, 

ruton. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
MACKAY v. MANCHESTER PRESS CO.—3lst October. 


Practice—PieapiInc—Lingt—DEnIAL OF PART OF INNUENDO AND Pay- 
MENT InTO Court—R. 8. O., XXIL., 1. 


This was an application by the plaintiff in an action of libel that the 
defence might beamended. The words complained of had been published 
in a newspaper, and were to the effect that the plaintiff, who was a 
married woman and who had recently been entertaining at her house 

ns of h rank, had once been a washerwoman. The innuendo 
was as follows :—‘‘ Meaning ihereby that the plaintiff was not a lady b 
birth or education, not accustomed to associate with persons of 
position.” The defendants, in their defence, said that the words did not 
mean that the plaintiff was not accustomed to associate with persons of 
good position, and further pleaded apology before action under Lord 
Oampbell’s Act, and paid £10 into court. The plaintiff made an appli- 
cation at chambers, complaining that the defence was a violation of 
ord. 22, r. 1, and asking that an order might be made to strike out 
either the denial of the innuendo or the plea of payment into court. The 
master refused to make an order, but, on appeal, A. L. Smith, J., made 
an order directing that the defendants should amend their defence by 
limiting the = of payment into court to that part of the cause 
of action wh was admitted—viz., the libel with the innuendo 
which was not denied—or else that the defence should be struck out. 
The defendants appealed to the Divisional Court. It was argued on 
their behalf that A. L. Smith, J., had treated the case as if there were 
two libels, and consequently a double cause of action, whereas in fact 
there was only one libel, and they bad paid money into court in — 
of that libel. The innuendo was not itself a part of the cause of " 
but only an explanation of it. And there was nothing in the rules which 
required that a defendant, in paying money intp court, should specify 
the cular meaning of the libel in reepect of which the money was 80 


in. 

Tuz Court (Huppteston, B, and Srepxen, J.) were of opinion that 
the order of A. L. Smith, J., was right. The defendants, in substance, 
said this :—We did mean that the plaintiff was not alady by birth and 
education, but we did not mean that she was not accustomed to 
associate with persons in good position, and we bring £10 into court. 
But in respect of what did they bring £10 into court? ey did not say 
in respect of which interpretation. ey ought to have stated clearly in 
their defence that it was in respect of the meanin she was not a 
Jady by birth and education. The appeal must be ~—Counsg1, 
ry: ot; F. Marthall. Soxrcrrors, Johnson, Budd, & Johnson ; Chester 

0. 


LANG v. WHITECROSS CO.—Slet October. 
Parent—Amenpment or Spacrricatrion purtna Action~SumMMons FOR 





Lrperty TO APPLY FoR Leave TO AMEND—TsgRMs ON wHICH LIBERTY 
mg Se Grantep—Partents, Designs, AND Trape-Marxs Acr, 1883, 
s. 19, 


This was an appeal from an order made ty Wills, J. imposing terms 
on the plaintift fn patent action as a to his having we to 
amend specification. The writ was issued on the 17th of September, 
1888, the patent being for an invention in connection with the 

ropes. On the 3rd of November the plaintiff delivered a statement of 
claim and particulars of breach. On the 31st of January, 1889, 
defendants delivered a defence ne ee of objections. In April 
the plaintiff took out a summons, er section 19 of the Patents, Designs, 
and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, asking that he might be at liberty to appl 
at the Patent Office for leave to amend his by way of 
claimer. On the 16th of July Wills, J., made an order that the tiff 
be at liberty to apply for leave to amend his specification, and t 
amended specification, if allowed, be admitted in evidence at the trial, on 
condition that no damages be recovered or injunction granted in 
of any infringement prior to the disclaimer, and on condition 
plaintiff pay all the costs of the action up to the date of the 
The plaintiff appealed against that part of the order which imposed 
terms upon him. Section 19 of the Patents, Designs, and Trade- 
Act, 1883, is as follows :—-‘‘In an action for infringement of 
and in a proceeding for revocation of a patent, the court or a j 
at apy time order that the patentee shall, subject to such te 
costs and otherwise as the court or a judge may impose, be at 
epply at the Patent Office for leave to amend his specification 
disclaimer, and may direct that in the meantime the trial or 
the action shall be postponed.” It was argued, on the 
plaintiff, that there was no power in the judge at chambers to 
that preliminary stage of the prcceedings what damages might or 
not be given on the amended specification. This was clear from 
20, which said that where an amendment was made no damages should 
be given in any action in respect of the use of the invention before the 
disclaimer, ‘‘ unless the patentee establishes, to the satisfaction of the 
court, that bis original claim was framed in good faith and with reason- 
able skill and knowledge.” This must refer to the tribunal before which 
the trial of the action took place, and which tribunal alone had materials 
for coming to a decision on the matter. Next, the effect of the Act of 
1883 was that, whereas before the Act a plaintiff in a patent action could 
not disclaim after action brought, he ht now be allowed to put an 
amended specification in evidence in an acuon already commenced ; he 

no longer to be obliged to begin de novo. The Legislature obviously 
intended to confer on the patentee some benefit in the action which he 
was bringing. If it were made a condition to a patentee’s 

to amend that he should not recover any damages or obtain an injunction 
in the existing action in respect of an done before disclaimer, the 
benefit which it was intended to confer would be taken away. 

Tue Court (Huppiston, B., and Sreruen, J.) dismissed the appeal. 
They thought that section 19 of the Act of 1883 gave the judge at 
chambers the bg mas powers of exercising his that 
the order made by Wills, J., was reaconable and just.—Counsz., 4. J. 
Walter; Macrory. Souscrrors, Walker, Son, § Field; Vincent ¢ Vincent, 
for North § Sons, Leeds. 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 


Ez parte BOARD OF TRADE, Re WEYMAN—Cave, J., lst November. 


Costs or Soxticrroe—Trustee IN BankRupTCY—ReMuNERATION—RIGHT TO 
Cuance ror ProrsssionaL Sgrvicrs—Banxavrrcy Act, 1883, ss. 72, 
73—Banxevrtcy Rugs, 1886, rr. 305, 306 
This case raised a question of importance to solicitors ted to act 

as trustees in bankruptcy. The questicn arose on an ty 

Board of Trade for a review of taxation of the costs of Mr. William Peed, 

a solicitor carrying on business at Cambridge, on the ground that such 

costs ought not to have been allowed. On June 1, 1888, Mr. Peed was 

duly appointed trustee of the estate of the bankrupt Weyman at a remu- 
neration to be fixed by the committee of inspection, and 

1888, a meeting of the committee was held, at which it was 

the remun on of the trustee should be ‘“‘ 

as a solicitor for attendance and work 

incurred by him in or about the in the 

this resolution the trustee did the legal work arising in 

the estatey.and carried in a bill of costs therefor. 

before the registrar by the official receiver that 

vires, but the charges were nevertheless allowed. 

taxing master on review that the resolution was val 

was referred to Cave, J., as the judge in bankruptoy, for 

being contended by the Board of that, 

visions of the Bankruptcy Act and Rules, the resoluti 

had attempted 


the creditors ap’ 
ordinary resolution of the an 
committee of inepecticn, ard shou 
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percentage, of which one part should be payable on the amount realized, 
and the other part on the amount distributed in dividend. Then all 
that section 73 said was that ‘‘ where the trustee is a solicitor he may 
contract that the remuneration for his services as trustee shall inciude all 
professional services.”” The result of that would be that the remuneration 
would be bigher than that of an ordinary trustee, but still it must be in 
the nature of commission or percentage by virtue of section 72. The 
result was that the resolution in this case was worthless, and that no 
remuneration had been voted to the trustee at all. The proper course for 
him to take, therefore, was to send in his bill for taxation under sub-section 
(4) of section 72, which provided that where no remuneration had been 
voted to a trustee he should be allowed out of the bankrupt’s estate such 
proper costs and expenses incurred by him in or about the proceedings of 
the bankruptcy as the taxing officer might allow. —Oovunss,, Muir 
Mackenzie; Tindal Atkinson. Soxicrrors, The Solicitor to the Board of 
Trede; W. Peed. 


CHAMBERLAIN v. STONEHAM—Q. B. Div., 4th November. 
Wrrnzss in Banxrvuprcy—Exrensss—Loss or Timz—Sorrcrror. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of the judge of the 
Shoreditch County Court, dismissing the action, with costs. The plaintiff 
Was a solicitor, and had attended in the county court on the sur mons of 
the official receiver to give evidence in certain bankruptcy proceedings as to 
alleged dealings of the bankrupt with his property. This action was 
brought against the official receiver to recover the plaintiff's costs and 
allowances for his attendance as a witness, including an allowance for loss 
of time. The county court judge held, on the authority of Collins v. 
Godefroy (1 B. & Ad. 950), that he was not entitled to recover, and dis- 
missed the action. It was argued on behalf of the plaintiff that when 
Collins ¥. Godefroy was decided there was no scale. Since the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1854, the practice had been to aliow for loss of time. The 

tcy Rules, 1883, r. 56, and the County Court Rules, 1889, ord. 50, 
r. 16, were referred to. The defendant’s contention was that the plaintiff 
ought to have appealed to the county court judge or refused to be sworn. 
Though there was no scale in existence at the date of Collins v. Godefroy, 
there was an established practice—viz., that a solicitor is only entitled to 
recover out-of-pocket expenses. 


_Huppizstox, B.—The only difficulty in this case arises from the deci- 
sion in Coilins v. Godefroy. Here the plaintiff says, ‘‘I am entitled by 
statute to my costs and allowances—that is, under the Bankruptcy Rules, 
1883, and the County Court Rules, 1889." Under these rules he is enti- 
tled to recover the proper amount for his loss of time, and but for 
Collins v. Godefroy this would be quite clear. In that case, however, there 
Was no suggestion that the plaintiff could be entitled unless on the ground 
of usage, and he was unable to prove usage. Lord Tenterden held that, 

ugh Was & promise to pay, there was no consideration to sup- 
port it, it being the plaintiff's duty to attend and give evidence. This 
case is very different. The plaintiff's case is based on the rules. In Re 
Working Men’s Mutual Society (30 W. R. 938, 21 Ch. D. 831) Collins v. 
Godefroy was cited and not acted upon, and we cannot act on it here. In 
my opinion the county court judge was wrong, and the case must go back 
to him tosay how much the plaintiff is entitled to. Srzpxen, J—I am 
of the same opinion. There is no real connection between Collins v. 
Godefroy and this case, because now the plaintiff's right depends upon 
statutory authority.—Covnsex, 2. 8. Wright; Mattinson. Soxscrtors, 
V. I. Chamberiain ; BE. Todd. 


MUSTON vo. LORD TRURO—Pollock, B., 31st October. 


DLESEX Recisray—Recisteation or Memon, or Deep— Oatu 
TAKEN BEFORE Loxpos COMMISSIONER APPOINTED UNDER JUDICATURE 
Acr—OatH rsstzap or Arripavir— Description or Dsepronent — 
Muppizsrx Recisrzation Act (7 Anne c. 20), ss. 5, 6-16 & 17 Vicr. 
c. 78, se. 1, 2—Jcorcature Act, 1873, ss. 77, 82, 84. 


These were two actions against the registrar cf the Middlesex Registr 
fox a mandamus to compel the registration of memorials of two tae 
tendered for registration by ihe plaintiff. In both cases the registration 
had been refused by the registrar. The first deed was a reconveyance of 

property on the payment off of the mortgage debt, the 

as one of several joint mortgagees, being one of the grantors in 

the deed. Is will be remembered that in the former action—Reg. (on the 
relation of Munton) ¥. Lord Truro (32 Soxicrrors’ J OURNAL, 593, 36 
W. BR. 775, 21 Q. B. D. 555)—the Court of Appeal decided that the 
signing and of a memorial of a deed and the execution of a deed 
need not be proved before the registrar, but proved before a London com- 
missioner to administer oaths in chancery appointed under the Act of 1853 


F 


petent 

had no ‘‘ personal interest” in registering a memorial, and also 
Sot the peost of the memorial should have been made by affidavit of the 
depoment, and rot, 2s was actually the case, by an oath administered 
wed cece commissioner, whose certificate was indorsed on the 
memorial, The sccoomd action related to 2 new mortgage to the plaintiff 
alone, he kaving advanced money of bis own. He advanced this money 
befese the reconveyance, upon an arrangement that 2 new mortgage 








should be made to him after the execution of the reconveyance. He, as 
grantee, tendered a memorial of the new enene for registration, this 
memorial also being proved in the same way before a commissioner 
appointed under the Judicature Act. The registration being refused, the 
second action was brought for a mandamus, In this case similar defences 
were raised. The point was also taken that the description of the deponent 
in the memorial as clerk to the plaintiff's firm was not a sufficient state- 
ment of his abode or ‘‘ addition ’? within the meaning of section 6 of the Act 
of Anne. The actions were tried before Pollock, B., the second action being 
tried first. All the defences wereoverruled. The point as to the discretion 
of the deponent was overruledon the authority of Ez parte Breull (16 Oh. D. 
484), Attenborough v. Thompson (2 H. & N. 559), and Blackwell v. England 
(8 KE. & B. 541), a precisely similar point having been decided in the 
latter two cases upon the Bills of Sale Act, 1854. 


Pottock, B., said that by section 77 of the Judicature Act, 1873, com 
missioners to take oaths, attached to any court whose jurisdiction was 
transferred to the High Oourt or the Court of Appeal, were attached to the 
Supreme Court, and by section 82 every person who at the commencement 
of the Act was authorized to administer oaths in any of the courts whose 
jurisdiction was transferred was to be a commissioner to administer oaths 
in all causes and matters from time to time depending in the High Court 
or the Court of Appeal. And section 84 provided that, subject to the 
provisions as to existing officers of the courts whose jurisdiction was trans- 
ferred, all commissioners to take oaths or affidavits in the Supreme Oourt 
should be appointed by the Lord Chancellor. If the result of that section 
was that a commissioner appointed under it was only an officer of the 
Supseme Court, and could diecharge no other functions than would be 
assigned to such an officer, the appointment would not carry with it the 
power to make the certificate in the present case. It had been urged with 
some force that, if the Legislature had foreseen this difficulty, they would 
then have made the provision which they had since made for the future 
by the Act of 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 10, s 1, which comes into operation 
on the lst of January next), that all such officers should possess the powers 
then possessed by officers of the court, including that of being commis- 
sioners to take oaths or affidavits in matters relating to the Supreme Court, 
as well as other rights and duties conferred upon them for other purposes 
or by other statutes. This, no doubt, would have made the matter clear. 
But the Act of 1853 abolished, by section 1, the title of master extra- 
ordinary in chancery, and provided that the persons so styled, and all 
persons afterwards appointed by the Lord Chancellor to execute like 
duties in England, should be designated ‘‘ commissioners to administer 
oaths in chancery in England,” and sbould possess and exercise all such 
powers and discharge such duties as then appertained to the office of 
master extraordinary by virtue of any slatute, or order, or usage. And sec- 
tion 2 enabled the Lord Chancellor to appoint any practising solicitor within 
ten miles from Lincoln’s-inn Hall to administer oaths, &c , and ‘‘ to possess 
all such other powers and discharge all such other duties as aforesaid,” such 
persons to be styled ‘‘ London commissioners to administer oaths in chan- 


cery.’’ Thecommissioner in the present case was appointed a commissioner, 
to administer oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature in England, and- 


the appointment was made by the Lord Chancellor, not merely under tbe 
Judicature Act, but ‘‘ under all other powers enabling me in this behalf.’ 
The name of the office was, therefore, in accordance with section 1 of the 
Act of 1853, and it was clear that this commissioner was appointed to 
perform duties similar to those which were performed by masters extra- 
ordinary in chancery. Giving a reasonable construction to the Act and 
to the appointment made by the Lord Chancellor, his lordship thought 
that the appointment to administer oaths carried with it all the duties 
which, er the enactments then in force, belonged to the office, in- 
cluding those conferred on him by the Act of 1553. In the present case 
the master extraordinary did not act as persona designata in taking the 
deposition; it was part of the functions of his office, which were trans- 
ferred to the commissioner to administer oaths. This point would cease 
to be of importance as soon as the Act of 1889 came into operation. The 
other point was more important, because it would guide the practice of 
the Registry Office for the future. Section 5 of the Act of Anne provided 
that the witness should, “upon his oath before one of the said 
registrars or masters, or before a master in chancery ordinary 
or extraordinary, prove” the signing and 
memorial, and the execution of the deed mentioned in the memorial. 


It was said that that meant that the proof must be made by afiidavit.: 


Probably, if the rolls were searched for the last hundred years, it would 
be found that it had been usual to make the proof by affidavit. But that 
was not sufficient to support the objection, The defendant must prove 
that the thing had never done without an affidavit, and that it would be 
wrong to do it in that way. In his lordsbip’s opinion it was sufficient if 
the master extraor or commissioner put the book into the 
deponent’s hand and administered the oath to His lordship thought 
that the court had no right to cut down the words of the Act, that the 
witnees ‘‘ shall upon his oath before a master, &c, prove’ tho si ping 
and sealing of tne memorial, &c. It was said that a written, aflida t 
might be more convenient when the memorial came to the office for regis- 
tration. In some senses that might be so. Butif there was the certifi- 
cate required by the Act, that the witness had taken the oath, the authority 
given by the Act ought not to be limited or the words extended to meet 
any supposed convenience or practice of the registry office, 


The first action was then tricd, with the same result, the defence of want 
of interest being overruled, on the ground that the plaintiff, by reason of 
his having made an advance of money, was interested in having the 
reconveyance registered --Jounsen, Finlay, Q.0., and W. Murray; 
Channel, Q 0., and A, Wedderburn, Sorscrrons, Munton § Morris; Wain- 
wright & Bailhe, 


sealing of the. 





N 


—_—_— 





89. 
en 
He, as 
ion, this 
issioner 
sed, the 
lefences 
2ponent 
Et state- 
the Act 
n being 
scretion 
} Oh. D. 
England 
in the 


3, com-~ 
on was 
| to the 
coment 
| whose 
r oaths 
» Court 
to the 
| trans- 
» Court 
section 
of the 
uld be 
h it the 
2d with 
would 
future 
eration 
powers 
ymmis- 
Court, 
irposes 
: clear. 


The 
tice of 
vided 
said 
inar 

the 
.orial, 
davit. 
would 
t that 
prove 
21d be 
ent if 
» the 
ought 
at, the 
sowie 

in 
regis- 
ertifi- 
ority 
meet 


want 
on of 
y the 
vay ; 
Vain 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 33 





Nov, 9, 1889. 





Bankruptcy Cases, 
Ez parte COLLINS, Re YARROW—Cave, J., 30th October. 


But or Sate—Hiaiwwe Acresment—RecistraTion—Bruts or Saux Act, 
1878, s. 4—Brtis or Satz Act, 1882, s. 8. 


An important question was raised in this case under the Bills of Sale 
Acts consequent upon the application of the trustee in the bankruptcy 
for an order declaring that a certain receipt and — agreement made 
between the banker and William Weymouth, a solicitor, was void for 
want of registration, and that the property therein mentioned formed part 
of the, bankrupt’s estate. In 1887 a lution of partnership was agreed 
upon between the bankrupt and one J. F. Weymouth, who had usly 
carried on business together as saw mill proprietors, and, in order to pro- 
vide the sum of £350 required to pay out the retiring partner, the bank- 
rupt applied to William Weymouth, his 8 er, who was a 
solicitor, to advance him £650. It being desired by the parties to avoid 
the necessity of a bill of sale, an agreement was come to between the 
bankrupt and Mr. Weymouth, by which the bankrupt sold to Mr 
Weymouth certain of his machinery in consideration of £650. The 
machinery was to remain in the possession of the bankrupt upon certain 
terms, and the £650 was to be repaid by instalments extending over ten 
years A receipt was ge by the bankrupt for the £650, which was 
specified to be in full payment for the engine, boiler, and machinery 
agreed to be sold at that price on the termination of the partnership, and 
a hire-purchase agreement was drawn up purporting to be made between 
W. Weymouth, called the ‘“‘owner,” and the bankrupt, called the 
“hirer,” whereby the said machinery was let to the bankrupt upon the 
terms and conditions therein specified. Neither the receipt nor the - 
ment were registered under the Bills of Sale Acts. On the 20th of 
December, 1888, the bankrupt filed his own petition, and, the mga 
having been subsequently sold, the trustee claimed the proceeds, whi 
had been paid into a joint account. 

Cavs, J. refused the application of the trustee. His — eaid that 
the question to be decided was one of a class which was always most 
difficult to deal with. There was no darker page in the annals of 
English jurisprudence than the law of bills of sale. Although it was a 
recent enactment it was most illogical, uncertain, and full of doubt and 
difficulty. The particular question to be decided in the present case was 
a good example of those doubts and difficulties. The first matter to be 
determined was whether there was a loan or whether there was a eale 
followed by a hire and purchase agreement. In order to determine that 
question it was necessary to see iii what sense the question was put. If it 
were asked in what form the transaction was, the answer was that in form 
it was a sale followed by a letting on hire. If it were asked what it was 
in substance, or, in other words, what was the result which the parties 
intended to arrive at, the answer was, the same result as would 
have been arrived at by a loan and a mortgage of property. What was 
the right answer to give? In the present case it was impossible to 
say with any degree of certainty, because the courts, and especially the 
Court of Appeal, had decided the question in two different ways. In the 
Yorkshire Railway Wagon Co. v. Maclure (21 Ch. D. 309) they seemed to 
have had regard to the form in the sense which had been attached to it 
above and not to the substance in the meaning which had been so attached 
to it. In the Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway Co. v. North 
Centrol Wagon Co. (37 W. R. 305,13 App. Cas. 554), some members of the 
House of Lords expressed a similar opinion, That case went upon the 
ground that the Blacker Co. had nothing to part with; they had an 
interest in a bire and purchase agreement, but they had forfeited it, 
although the owners did not choose to enforce it. Still the fact could not 
be disguised that Lord Macnaghten was reported to have said that the 
result would be the same if the Blacker Co. had been the owners of the 
wagons. The same view was taken by Kay, J., in Redhead v. Westwood 
(59 L. T. 293); while the other opinion was held by Mathew, J., in Gapp 
v. Bond (19 Q. B. D. 200, which was supported by two of the 
Lords Justices in the Oourt of Appeal. Another question which 
arose was whether, assuming the transaction was a ion in 
the nature of a mortgage, there was any document which required to be 
registered as a bill of sale, aud there again the highest authorities were 
at issue. In North Central Wagon Co. v. Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln- 
shire Railway Co (35 W. R. 448, 35 Oh. D. 191) Cotton, L.J., said that a 
purchase and hire agreement itself could, under no circumstances, re- 
quire to be registered as a bill of sale given by the hirer, and that view 
was adopted by Kay, J., in Redhead v. Westwood (59 L. T. 293.) On the 
other hand, in Gapp v. Bond the opposite view appeared to have com- 
mended itself. Lord Esher, M.R., did not say so in so many words, but 
it was difficult to support his judgment on any other footing, and, 

according to the shorthand writers’ notes, Fry, L.J., actually did say so. 
There were thus directly opposite views of judges of the Court of Appeal 
on a point of Jaw, and it was very difficult to reconcile these conflicting 
decisions. Having regard to the weight of authority it appeared the 
wiser course to adopt the view put forward by Lord M hten and the 
Lords Justices in the Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Raihoay Co. ¥. 
North Central Wagon Co., which was subsequent to Gapp v. Bond, and had 
been treated as the ruling authority by Kay, J., in Redhead v. Westwood. 
In that view there were not in the present case 

uired registration, and the respondent was entitled to the amount 
paid into court. At the same time a definite decision on the question by 

e@ Court of Appeal was much needed in order to afford some better 

idance than at present existed in deciding cases of a like nature.— 

UNeEL, Herbert Reed; H. Greenwood. Soxrcrrons, Goldberg ¢ Langdon ; 
W. T. Weymouth, 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE SOLICITORS’ FINAL EXAMINATION. 

For once the Final papers may be described as easy, if not easier than 
those set at the Bar Examination. Such questions as ‘‘ What is an 
escrow?’? ‘What is an Estate Tail? and in what manner may it be 
converted into an estate in feesimple ?’’ ‘‘ What is a tenancy by the curtesy 
of England?” &c., savour rather of the Intermediate, and when such 
questions are mingled with points taken from the Statutes of 1889, the 
paper cannot be called hard. Students are always shrewd enough to read 
some analysis of the recent Statutes, and can by this means make a pretty 
good show, although lamentably deficient in the principles.of the subject. 
The Equity paper was somewhat harder, with two or three practice ques- 
tions. Doubtlessly many candidates would not attempt the two questions 
dealing with the third party procedure, though fairly conversant therewith, 
thinking that it had some dreadful peculiarities in the Chancery Divi- 
sion with which they were not familiar. 

[As the examination commenced on Tuesday, we have not had time to 
thoroughly examine the’ remaining papers, which look fairly easy. } 


THE MICHAELMAS BAR EXAMINATIONS, 

The Bar Examination was harder than usual. The Real and Personal 
Property paper was probably the easiest of the three set, of which Ques- 
tions 1 and 9 might be called hard, while those hinging on the Oon- 
veyancing Act, 1881, were not easy. The Common Law paper only 
contained one question dealing purely with practice, and a similar 
allowance on the law of torts, while contracts were fully represented by 
no less than six questions. Question 2, involving a knowledge of the 
interesting case of Darley Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell, would doubtless 
trap a good many who, being unfamiliar with the exact case, tried to 
argue it out on general principles. In Equity the first four questions on 
Trusts were the hardest part of this paper ; in fact, the second and third 
questions would appear more appropriately in a paper entitled Adminis- 
tration of Assets. The Partnership and Specific Performance branches 
call for no particular comment; but, perhaps, if Question 6 deals gener- 
ally with the liability of one partner for the defaults of another partner, 
is is rather absurd to put out in Question 7 the facts in Cleather v. Twisden, 
and ask if the other partner would be liable. i 


LAW STUDENTS’ 


Law Srupgnts’ Desatine Socrery.—November 5—Mr. Eanzsr Topp in 
the chair.—The debate, ‘‘That this society wey, tony of the action of 
the Licensing Committee of the London County by 
Mr. F. Bodelly in the affirmative. He was supported by Messrs. H. A. 
Roberts, Todd, Harvie, Watson, and Forbes, and epposed by Messrs. 
J. F. Torr (member of the Commites of London 
Council), Cuthbert, Oarter, F. B. Fuiler, McNab, and Herbert Smith. 
Mr. eng fan ming: and on a division the motion was carried. There were 
forty-one mem and visitors present. 


Tue Uniren Law Socrery.—October 21.—The committee for the 
ensuing year was clected—namely, Messrs. Comm~n (chairman), C. W. 
Williams, Sherrington, Edmonds, Marcus, Gilbert, le Maistre, Milliman, 
Preston, Voules, and J. L. V. 8S. Williams. 

October 28.—A lively discussion took place on a motion introduced by 
Mr. Lazarus for the creation of a court of criminal a , which Mr. 
Yates vigorously supported and Messrs. Common and ©. W. 
strongly opposed, ani which was eventually lost by nine to five, 

November 5.—The treasurer’s report was and a smoking 
concert resolved upon. 


SOCIETIES, 


a 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION, 


As a result of the Michaelmas , the Council of 
Educaticn have awarded to the following students certificates that 
have laggy ates: Fe we a public examination :—William Ryland 
Adkins, Inner fe: Robert Armitage, Inner —: 
Meacher Bailhache, Middle Temple; Alexander Edward ker, Middle 
Temple; Alexander Willis Bassett, Inner Temple; Arthar de Mornay 
Bidoulec, Middle Temple ; ‘Thomas - Lincoin's-inn ; 
George Haygarth wn, Inner Temple; 
Temple; Lala Nihal Ohand, Middle 


j 


ward 

. Herbert 

Hartley, Inner 

inn; Rowland Ellis 

oe Baton, 5 = “ 
um , Inner Temple ; 

Gumith Jono, Middle Tomple ; John Walter Sellers Kay, Temple 


> 
. 








James Kelleher, Inner Temple ; Sydney Whittell Kaox, Inner Temple ; 
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PS csgg Sora Kotval, Inner Temple ; Tsong Yaou Lo, Middle Temple; 
John win Marshall, Middle Temple; John Layton Mills, Inner 
Temple; Robert James Alexander Morrison, Inner Temple; Hara Lal 
Mukerjea, Middle Temple; Francis George Newbolt, Inner Temple; 
Thomas Nickels, Middle Temple; Henry Ward Oliver, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
William Hamilton Ritchie, Inner Temple; Jean Edmond Rouillard, 
Middle Temple ; Ernest Brown Bowen Rowlands. Gray’s-inn ; Montagu 
Sharpe, Gray’s-inn ; William Hugh Stevenson, Inner Temple; Thomas 
Lane Thorne, Inner Temple; Charles Dennett Turton, Middle Temple ; 
Beverley Robinson Vachell, Middle Temple; Reginald Robert Sadler 
Waraker, Inner Temple; Alfred Henry Wildy, Middle Temple; and 
John Yates, Lincoln’s-inn. 

The following students passed a satisfactory examination in Roman 
Law :—William Gilbert a’Beckett, Inner Temple; Henry Dyke Acland, 
Inner Temple; Edward Hall Alderson, Inner Temple; Percy Edward 
Baldwin, Middle Temple; William Freshfield Burnett, Lincoln’s Inn; 
Francis Russell Burrow, Inner Temple; Arthur Beresford Cane, Inner 
Temple; the Hon. Edward Evan Oharteris, Inner Temple; Thomas 
Bailey Clegg, Gray’s Inn; Daniel Henry Conner, Inner Temple; Thomas 
Catter, Gray’s Inn; Anthony Gordon Damian, Gray’s Inn; Francis 

Dove, Lincoln’s Inn; Thomas Percy Draper, Inner Temple ; 
William Durie. Gray’s Inn; Frederick Mitchell Elliott, Lincoln’s Inn; 
Walter Angus Ellis, Inner Temple ; Francis Henry Fearon. Middle Temple; 
John Foster Vesey Fitzgerald, Middle Temple ; James Woulfe Flanagan, 
Middle Temple ; Kaikhosro Edaljee Ghamat, Middle Temple; Arthur Har- 
ington Grabam, Middle Temple; Charles Edward Grey, Lincoln’s Inn; Shaik 
Mazherul Hag, Middle Temple; Alfred Hardie, Inner Temple: George 
Robert Harris, Inner Temple; Henry D’Arcy Hart, Lincoln’s Inn; Arthur 
Emil Hayton, Inver Temple ; Leonard James, Inner Temple; Alexander 
Leeper, Middle Temple ; Tennant Macfarlane, Middle Tiasple ; James 
Ritchie Macoun, Middle Temple; Arthur William Marchmont, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; Harry Edward Melvill, Inner Temple; Jagdio Sankar Misra, Middle 
Temple; Raj Narayan, Middle Temple; Arthur Edward Nathan, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Oswald Norman, Lincoln’s-inn; Albert Parsons, Middle 
a; Jehangir Peerozshaw, Inner Temple ; Arthur Gaved Phillips, 

le Temple; Hugh Wastel Postelthwaite, Inner Temple; Alfred 
Radford, Middle Temple; Henry Walter Reece, Middle Temple ; Arthur 
Robinson, Middle Temple; Augustus Jackson Shears, Middle Temple ; 
James Smith, Inner Temple; Thomas Sowler, Inner Temple; Henry 
Theodore Dempster Sweet, Lincoln's-inn ; Herbert Sandford Thorne, 
Middle Temple ; Walter Solomon Webber, Middle Temple ; James Anstey 
Wild, Gray’s-inn ; Samuel Edgar Wills, Middle Temple ; Claudius Ernest 
Wright, Gray’s-inn ; and John Alfred Wyllie, Gray’s-inn. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 

Mr. Hexrx Jonzs, solicitor, of Colchester, died on the 20th ult. Mr. 
Jones was the son of Captain Jesse Jones. He was admitted a solicitor in 
1854, ing served his articles with his father-in-law, the late Mr. 
Gibbs Abell, with whom he was for several years in partnership. 
More recently he was associated with his eldest son, Mr. Henry William 
Jones, who was admitted a solicitor in 1874. Mr. Jones had for 
many years an extensive criminal, county court, and bankruptcy practice. 
In 1877 he was elected town clerk of Colchester, but he resigned about 

in consequence of the reduction of his salary by a hostile 
majority of town council. He was also for several years clerk to the 
county magistrates at Colchester, to the commissioners of taxes, and to 
the Lexden and Winstree Highway Board. He was for a short time Con- 
tegistration agent for the Harwich Division of Essex, and he had 
several borough elections for his party. He leaves three 

sons ard five daughters. 

Mr. Jous Ricuarpson, solicitor (of the firm of Richardson & Byron), of 
Harrogate and Knaresborough, died at Harrogate on the 22rd ult. Mr. 
Richardson was admitted a solicitor in 1856, and he had for many years au 
extensive practice at Harrogate and Knaresborough, being associated in 
partnership with Mr. Robert Stephen Byron. Mr. Richardson was a 


f 
i 
ge 
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many years clerk to the commissioners of taxes at Knaresborough, to the 


s Burial Board, and to the trastecs of Boroughbridge Turnpike 


= 


Mr. Srzxczz Vixcunr, barrister, died at €, Hyde Park Mansions on the 
3ed inst. Mr. Vincent was the third son of the Rev. Edward Viacent, 
Vicar of Rowde, Wiltehire. He was educated at St. Paul's School and at 
Trinity College, ee: ernie patent ie te second class of the 
classical tripos in 1843. was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Michselmas Term, and be had for many years a good practice as a con- 

Mr. Vincent was well known as the carefnl editor of Jarman on 
as one of the earliest and most active 
Court Rifle Volunteers, in which he held for 


—_—— 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Wii111m Joux Honczs, solicitor, of Dorking and Leatherhead, has 
been sppointed Registrar of the Dorking County Court (Circuit No. 50), in 
succession to the late Mr. John Hert. Mr. Hodges was admitted a solicitor 


e 
: 


commicsioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire, and he was for required 


Mr. Franx Frowsepew, solicitor, of Crewe, has been appointed a Oom- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Oourt of Judicature. 


Mr. Anruur SuvutritEworts, solicitor, of Preston, has been appointed 
Arsociate of the Northern Circuit. Mr. Shuttleworth is the son of the late 
Mr. John Moss Shuttleworth, solicitor, clerk of assize and associate of the 
Northern Circuit. He was admitted a solicitor in 1884. 


Mr. Gzorcr Lewis Garcia, barrister, has been ap 
Titles for the Island of Trinidad. Mr. Garcia was 
Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1868. 


Mr. Joun James, solicitor, of Wirksworth, has been appointed a Perpetual 
Commissioner for Derbyshire for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds 
by Married Women. 


Mr. Rossrt Eves Fox, solicitor, of Birkenhead, has been elected Town 
Clerk of the Borough of Burnley. Mr. Fox was admitted a solicitor in 
1883. He has been for several several years town clerk of Birkenhead and 


prosecuting solicitor to the corporation. 


Mr. Artuur Epwarp Newsrzap, solicitor, of Otley, has been appointed 
a Perpetual Commissioner for the West Riding of Yorkshire for tekin g the 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr. Henry James Winpows, solicitor, of Manchester, Leigh, and 
Kenyon, has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Lancashire for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr James Tuomas Rossirer, solicitor, of 37, Coleman-street, has been 
= a Commissioner tovadminister Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
udicature. 


Mr. Jzsss Herpznt, barrister, has been appointed Professor of Law in 
the University of Canton and Legal Adviser to the Viceroy of Oaaton. 
Mr. Herbert is the third son of Mr. Jesse Herbert, of Reading. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1873, and he 
is a member of the Oxford Circuit. 


Mr. Joszrx Davrss, solicitor, of Aberystwith, has been ap 
Perpetual Commissioner for — = Acknowledgments of 
Married Women for the county of igan. 


Mr. W. T. Boxnzt1, solicitor, of No. 1, South-square, Gray’s-inn, W.C , 
bas been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 


Court of New South Wales. 
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GENERAL, 


Messrs. Vallance & Vallance, solicitors, 20, Essex-street, Strand, ani 
Messrs. Vallance & Oo., solicitors, Lombard House, City, desire us to state 
that the Henry Fletcher Vallance as to whom an application was made in 
the Divisional Court a few days - oe p. 12) is not related to, or in 
any way connected with, avy member of their respective firms. 


In the Lord Chief Justice’s Court on Wednesday, on the list of jurors 
being called over, no less than seventeen failed to answer to their names, 
and his lordship fined them £10 each. The Lord Chief Justice added :— 
‘*T have reason to think there have been some very questionable practices 
going on upon the part of one of the summon officers. A similar 
question arose some pe ago, when my distinguished predecessor fined 
the officer £50, and I now give notice—I wish to state it in public—that 
if any officer is detected again in such practices £50 will not satisfy my 
sense of justice. He will have to pay a good deal more than £50.”” 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings on 
Wednesday after the Vacation. Their first cause list, says the Zimes, 
contains seventeen appeals for hearing. Of these eight are from Brags, 
and one each from the Straits Settlements, Oude, Hongkong, New 
Zealand, New South Wales, Oanada, Ontario, Victoria, and the North- 
West Provinces of India. There are also three judgments for delivery— 
one in the matter of the Ohrist’s Hospital scheme of the Oharity Oom- 
mission and the others in Bengal ap . There is also an application 
for the extension of a patent. 


Mr. Justice Hawkins, in the Queen’s Bench Division on Tuesday, said 
that he had received a letter from a gentleman who was aemnenel upon 
the jury, who had been present for some days, but whose employers 
his attendance at their establishment that day. He, however, 
could not discharge the juror from his public duty on that ground, because 
it would be an injustice to other jurors who also their private business 
to attend to. He thought it an unreasonable request on the of the 
employers, and he also thought that the jury law might well be amended 
80 as to exempt a great many people who were now required to serve on 
juries, but he must act upon the law as it was. 


In a Mississippi court, says the Central Law Journal, a man brought an 
action to recover damages for the death of his dag, which the defendant 
had shot. A negro familiarly called Uncle Sam was put on the stand to 
prove the value of the deceased. Lawyer: Did you know anything about 
that dog, Sam? Witness: I reckon I did, I knowed him ever since he 
wara pup. Lawyer: Well, what kind of a dog was he? Witness: He 
was a big yaller dog. Lawyer (impatiently): I don’t mean how did he 
look, but what sort of a dog was he———could he hunt ?. 
Witness: He couldn’t do nothin’ as I knowed on, ’cept eat, 
and sleep, and lay roun’ an’ holler and make a fuss. I ’spect dat’s what 

’em cali him———Lawyer: Well—what did they callhim? Wit- 
ness: Well, sab, dey used to call im Lawyah ! 
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The business of the City of London Court (says the City Press) continues 
to exhibit 4 marked increase. Comparing the figures for the first ten 
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months of the presevt: year with those for the corresponding period of 
1888, the ordinary plaints received have been 11 946 against 11 912, the 
secondary plaints 11,845 egainst 10,641, equity plaints six against five, 
and admiralty plaints 144 against 147, making in all a total of 23,961 
plaints compared with 22,705. The fees received on account of these 
plaints represent a sum of £12,426, the total for last year being £700 less— 
namely, £11,700. When the figures are looked into more closely the in- 
crease in the popularity and prestige of the court becomes still more 
mark d. For the ten months now under review the amounts rued for on 
ordivary plaints made a total of £47,847 compared with £45,102, those 
on secondary plaints £69,158 compared with £51,041, those on equity 
laints £1,414 compared with £821, and those on admiralty plaints 
£12 442 compared with £11,464. Altogether the amount sued for was 
£130 861, shewing an increase of £22,433 compared with the total for the 
corresponding ten months of 1888. 


A point of considerable importance, says a corresp-ndent, has arisen 
in connection with the Royal Oourts of Justice, having reference to cases 
of sudden illness which are liable to occur among the large daily but 
floating population which enters that building. When such an emergency 
arises, the natural courre is to summon the nearest medical man, who, 
for the sake of humanity, attends at once. As soon as the patient is 
tufficiently restored he is sent home, and if too poor to pay for a cab the 
superintendent of the building pays the fare. The cabman is not expected 
to work without pay, but the medical attendant, who is in fact summoned 
by an official messenger, has to go without payment. Several sudden 
deaths have occurred among the numerous persons who daily do business 
in the Royal Courts, and numberless cases of sudden and serious illness 
have taken place, the most recent of these latter having been that of a 
poor man seized with a fit in the chambers of Master Kaye. The nearest 
medical man being Mr. Towers Smith, of Chancery-lane, he is frequently, 
as he was in this case, called in when such cases arise, and it is nothing 
but just that provision should be made for payment of the medical man’s 
fees for attendance in the building when the sufferer is too poor to pay 
them. There is at present no such appointment as medical officer to the 
Royal Courts of Justice, but should such a post be created, and a small 
salary assigned to it as a retaining fee, the benefit to the public would be 
more than commensurate with the limited expense thereby incurred. 








The directors of the Globe Industrial and General Trust Corporation 
(Limited) (capital, £1,000,000 in 100,000 shares of £10 each) invite appli- 
ca‘ions for a first issue of 50,000 shares of £10 each, payable: 53. per 
share on application, 15s. per share on allotment. Also £250,000 five 
per cent. debenture stock, in sums of £100 and multiples of that sum, 
payable: £5 per cent. on application, £20 per cent. on allotment, £25 
per cent. on the Ist of January, £25 per cent. on the Ist of February. 
£25 per cent. on the Ist of March, 1890. The list will open on Monday, 
- 11th inst., and will close on or before Wednesday, the 13th inst., at 

pm. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE., 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
















Date APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“4 No. 2. Kay. Cc . 
Monday, Nov. ... +»... 11 Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal Mr. Pugh 
Woe Sengevsecese .coeeeces = rs ackson Leach iavie 
Thursday. : es Jackson Leach Lavie 
Fri Carrington Beal Pug 
& Jackson Leach Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. 
Mr, Clowes Mr. Rolt 
Godfrey 
Clowes Rolt 
+ SR cenianmanet tan | Clowes Rolt 
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AUTUMNAL-WINTER ASSIZES. 


Sourn-Eastern (Denman, J.).—Cambridge, Thursday, November 14; 
Bury St. Edmunds, Monday, November 18; Norwich, Saturday, Novem- 
ber 23; Ohelmsford, Saturday, November 30; Hertford, Wednesday, 
parenber 4; Maidstone, Monday, December 9; Lewes, Monday, Decem- 


16. 

Western (Pollock, B.).—Devizes, Tuesday, November 19 ; Dorchester, 
Friday, November 22 ; Wells, Tuesday, November 26 ; Bodmin, Saturday, 
November 30; Exeter, Wednesday, December 4; Bristol, Tuesday, 
December 10; Winchester, Saturday, December 14. 

Nortu-Kastzrn (Manisty, J.)— Newcastle, Friday, November 22; 
Durham, Wednesday, November 27; York, Monday, December 2; Leeds, 
Friday, December 6. 

Nortu anp Sovurn Waxss (Hawkins, J.)—Oarnarvon, Tuesday, Novem- 
ber 26; Ruthin, Friday, November 29; Ohester, Monday, December 2 ; 
Carmarthen, Monday, December 9; Brecon, Tuesday, December 12; 
Cardiff, Monday, December 16. 

Oxvorp (Stephen, J.).— Reading, Monday, November 11; Oxford, 
Thursday, November 14; Worcester, Monday, November 18 ; Gloucester, 





Monday, November 25; Monmouth, Saturday, November 30 ; Hereford, 
Thursday, December 5; Shrewsbury, Monday, December 9; Stafford, 
Friday, December 13. 

Mivtanp (Wills, J.).—Aylesbury, Saturday, November 16; Bedford, 
Tuesday, November 19; Northampton, Friday, November 22; Leicester, 
Thursday, November 28; Nottingham, Monday, December 2; Lincoln, 
Saturday, December 7; Derby, Wednesday, December 11; Warwick, 
Saturday, December 14. 

Norruexn (Grantham and Charles, JJ.).—Calisle, Friday, November 
15 ; Lancaster, Tuesday, November 19; Man hester, Friday, November 
22; Laverpool, Thursday, Decemter 5. 

Civil business will be taken only at Manchester and Liverpool. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 

London Gaseite.—Frimpay, Nov. 1. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


CONTINENTAL CANADIAN TOBOSGANING SYNDICATE, LimIrED -Chitty, J, has. b 
an order dated Oct 9, appointed Alfred sydney Gedge, 3, Great James st, Bed. 
ford row, to be official liquidator 

DURHAM SALT CO, LIMITKD -By an order made by the Vacation Judge, dated 
Oct 16, it_was ordered that the company be wound up Pritchard & Co, 
Painters’ Hall, solors for petrers 

LimiTep —Petn for winding up, presented Oct 31, directed 
to be heard before North, J, on Saturday, Nov 9 have & Chave, Bishopsgate 
st, solora for petner 

LzNNox PUBLISHING Co, LimiTep -Petn for winding up, presented Oct 25, 
directed to be heard befure Kay, J, on Saturday, Nov9 Davis & Co, Coleman 
st, solors for petners 

SHEBA REEF EXTENSION GOLD MINING Co, LimiTeD -Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Oct 30, directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Nov? Goldberz & 
Langdon, West st, Fiosbury circus, solors —— 

THE EasTeRN MysoRE GOLD CO. LumiTep -Creditors are desire 1, on or before 
Dec 1, to send in particulars of their claims to Mr C F Tombs, 38, Lombard st 
Clarke & Co, Liacoln's inn fields, solurs for liquidator 

Tue GwsENOR SLATE QuaRBIES Co, LiwiTrep— 


GEORGE NEAL & Co, 


on or before Dec 2, to send thetr names and 
their debts and claims, to Mr Frederic George 
Snell & Co. George st, Mansion House, sulors for liquidator 

THE STALYBRIDGE ODDFELLOWs’ Sociat CLUB anD InstrTuTE Co, Liurrep— 
Creditors are required, on ot before Dec 7, to send their names and addresse., 
and the particulars of their debts or to Mr Alfred Storrs, Market st, 
Sta'ybridge Whitelead, Stalybridge, solor for liquidator 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

RELIANCE PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SocisTty—By an order mady by 
Chitty, J, dated Oct 26, it was ordered that the society be wound up Nash « 
Co, Queen st, Cheapside, agents for Armstrong & Suns, Newcastle on Tyne, 
solors for petner 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. “ 
ImparRTIALiTy LODGE OF DRUIDS FRIENDLY Society, Odd Fellows’ Hall, New- 


church, Lancaster Oct 26 
Oak LopGE ORDER OF DRruips, Heywood Reform Club, Market st, Heywood, 


Lancaster Oct 28 
WITHYB&00K FRIENDLY Socrety, Helf Moon Inn, Withybrook, Warwick Oct 2s 


SUSPENDED FOR THREE MONTHS. 
NEw FRIENDLY Socrety, Star Inn. Cefn Cribbwr, Bridgend, Glamorgan Oct 2% 
Saispusy LIBERAL AND CONSTITUTIONAL BENSFIT SOCIETY, 44, Castle st, Salis- 


bury Oct 29 
London Gasette.—TusspayY, Nov. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 

ABERDARE Tin PLatTs Co, Lus1rsp—By an order made by North, J, datei Oct 
t the company be wound up Jques & Linnett, Quality 

svlor for 
are required, on seusheen Bee % tonal 
eir adi the partionbees of debts or claims, to 
William Robert Taylor Carr, Monument House. Monument yard Tuesday. 
= 2, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


ms 
CHAMPION FrrE LicHTER SynpicaTs, LIMITED -By an order made by North, J, 
dated Oct 26, it was ordered that the syndicate up Gaalow, denen. 
chanel, of, onten Ser petneme 
L BaksEr & Uo, —OCreditors are required, on or before Nov 26, to 
send their names and addresses, and the of their or claims, to 
= “LT = gs enemabep dence seonegad Rowley & Oo, Man- 
ester, solors for ators 1 
GUARDIAN Horsk, VEHICLE, AND GENERAL InsuRANCE Co, Liuirsp —Stirliag, J, 
has fixed Nov 14, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liq 


dator 

AnD Braprorp Giass Co, Luarep—By an order made by Stirling, J, 
dated Oct 26, it was ordered that the oom be wound up & Co, 
Bloomsbury sq, agents for Peel & Co, ‘ord, 


MaYHEW'S PAiENT BOILER FSEDER 


PENMON QUARRIES. LiuiITED—Petu for winding up, presented Oct 29, directed to 
be heard before Kay, J, on Saturday, Nov 28 Brook, Clement’s lane, solor for 


tner 
Quanw's AVENUE STORES AND MacHIng Maps Braap Facrory, Lourrsep—Kay, 
See See ye aes his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
q 
Savoy Burnpine Oo, Lourep—By an order made by Kekewich, J, dated Oot 26, 
it was ordered that te company be wound Up nde a On fly plooe titbera, 


petners’ solors 
80 Lirs A Me Oredivors ulred, on or before Deo 1!, to 
VEREIGN SSURANCE are . 
wend their names and addresses, and the parkioular of their debts or claim, to 


Thomas Abe: bie Welton, 5, Moorgate st » 
ees eet Soames ai me ape De » 
‘J, dated Oct 26, t was ordered that the institution be wound up Roweliftes & 


row, agents for Channing, 
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ta COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. | eons, pune Jessi, Walthamstow, Essex. Dec 143 Venn & Woodcock, 
reaper wer lgaemgggtensnins NGmanne Oakleigh Park, Whetstone, Gent. Dec si, Clapham & Fitch, 
HEtM & Co, LuaitEp—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 1, directed to be | ving at en re , erasone, Wen ac Pp 


heard hee on the Vice-Chancellor, at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Man- 
chester, on Thursday, Nov 14 Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester, agents | 
for Easthams & Aitken, Clitheroe, solors for company 
FRIENDLY SOOIETY DISSOLVED. 
ASTON FEMALE Sick Crus Society, Aston, York Oct 30 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLAIM. 
London Gazette—FRipay, Nov. 1. 
JENNINGS, CHARLES, Grafton st, Mile End, Timber Merchant. Nov 30. Jennings 
v Jennings, Stirling, J, Savery & Stevens, Brabant ct, Philpot lane 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 5, 


CHEESWRIGHT, HENEY ConnrooT. Parkhurst, Plaistow lane, Bromley, Ship 
Broker. Dec 9. Gilson vy Cheeswright, North, J. Rushton, New inn, 


Stran 
@RapdOCK, JOHN CHASE, Bishopsgate st Within, Wax Chandler. Dec2. Price’s 
Pate:.t Candle Co, Limited v Emmett, Chitty, J. O’Brien, Redcliffe gdns, 


South Kensington 

HOoLtann, Jo: CRAGG, me Lincoln, Farmer. Nov 30. Stennett v | 
West, North, ee 

H ANTHORY, A ugram, Kirk bn York, Farmer. Nov 30, Verity 
v Horner, North, ‘yo. dtwaee, 


PAatrTison, Paawors, Lang stot, York, ang Dec7. Foster vy Pattison, Ohitt 
Drinkrow, Great Driffield’ y, 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLAnmM. 
London Gaszette.—TUESDAY, Oct. 29, 
Bazricse, Henny, Whitby, Yorks, Gent. Nov 24. Buchannan & Sons, Whitby 


Bxpposz, Janz, Bourton, nrMuch Wenlock, Salop. Nov 30, Morris & Sons, | 
Shre | WALLBUTTON, ROBERT, ere High rd, Deptford, Kent, Esq. 


usar, Pentanole Rhayader, Radnorshire, Es Nov 28, Hop- 
good & Do Whitehalipl . 4 


| 





| 





jury 
GoopWIn, W1r11AM, Kirk Langley, Derby, Farmer. Jan 31. 


f Camm ADAM, the Paragon, Streatham Hill, Gent, Dec9. Montagu, Bucklers. 


Stone, Derby 
Harrison, Lieutenant GILBERT le R.N., Eden, Durham. Nov 28, 
Spottiswoode, Craven st, Charing Cro 
HoLtoway, JAMES, Marmion rd, Lavender Hill, Builder. Dec 9 


Surrey, 
Barnard & Taylor, Lincoln’ 8 inn fields 
Franois XA 


JAECKEL, VIER, Kingston, Jamaica, Clerkin Holy Ordera. Dec 10, 
Cookson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields s 

JENNETT, WILLIAM Samad, Stockton on Tees, Master Mariner. Dec7. Willan 
& Cadle, Darli 


ngton 
LOWE, WILLIAM, oo nr Stockport, Butcher. Nov5. J. E.& R. Whit 
worth, Mancheste 
Mancesee, ILLIAM LAvVINGTON, Southwick cres, Hyde pk, Esq. Nov 23, 
Phiilips & Cheesman, Hastings 
MAWDESLEY. og ar F Seld, Liverpool, Mariner. Nov 30. Radcliffe 
Radcliffe, Liverpoo 
Sainte JAMES, Fn ead sq, Esq. Dec 3i, Earle & Co, Manchester 
N&vILt, HENRY W1t114AM, Ramsgate, Welsh Bread Manufacturer. Dec 14, 
Jennings, Chancery lane 
Onn, ELIZABETH, Sherburn, Yorks, Dec 5. Hick, Scarborough 
ro, RoBeEet, Oundle, Northamptonshire. Dec 1. Nisbet & Hinds, Leaden: 
REED, JOHN RicHAgDs, Shanklin, I. W., Gent. Dec2. Brittan & Co, Bristol 
| Ruopgs, HERBERT EDWARD, Carlos st, Grosvenor sq, Esq. Nov 30. Crosse & 
Sons, aster pl, Stran 
SacuH, Lennon Shoreditch High st, Jeweller. Nov 11. Jutsum, Finsbury 
pavemen 
oe FREDERICK, Boston, Lincs, Gent. Nov18 Waite & Oo, Roston 
MITH, SARAH, Boston, Lincs. Nov 18, Waite & Oo, Boston 
sone Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Nov 29. Preston, 
THORNHILL, JOHN, A: ae Farmer. Nov 22. Hollinshead, Tanstall ; 
and Pearson, Market Sy 


| THORNTON, Marta, East Retford. N Notts. Jani. Mee & Co, Retford 


VAwsER, RoBERT, Manchester, Civil Engineer. Dec 6. Vaudrey, Manchester 


Dec 24, 
er, New 





wson, pl 
nae. Rev HEnkry, Fladbury, Worcestershire, Clerk. 
eS Whitehall 


Cameron, D. 
man & Co, Li are 


ABET, Brandling Village, Newcastle upon Tyne. Dec7. Elsdon & 


Earle & Co, Manchester 
DrveeaN, JAMES, Michaecl’s grove, Brompton, Gent. Nov 30. Gill, Cheapside 


Dransfield, Newcastle upon 


'yne 
Dawes, JAMES, Manchester, peek oral Dee 31. 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRiDaY, Nov. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


W.P.. formerly Longridge Fon | 


Admiral 
Earf’s Ccurt High Court Pet Oct 1 
Oct 39 


Watter, New Clee, aaeee, © Smackowner Gt 
Grimeby Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 


BERT, Gunes. Cab paiva Oxford | 


Pet Oct +8 Ord Oct 
JOHN ican. ye my Yorks, 
, EDMUND, Southborough, Tonbridge, Far- 
mer Tunbridge Wells Pet Oct 2 (ird Oct 26 
WLEY, ALBERT. Moreton st, Fislice, Baker High 
“ont Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
DALLy, ALFRED, itoman rd, Old P a Draper High 
Court Ord Oct 20 


Pet Oct 
eas, 2 comms Rhyl, Flintshire, Joiner Bangor Pet 


Dozerse, usenet jun.. eves on Tyne, Clerk 
Newcastle : et Oct Oct 


ee 


“aly, Anglesey, 
——— Bet Oot 10 2 
Evans, Jous ROBERT. 


bigh, Chemist 
Pade Oriotn was 
me Law agg! s_. Jous Comery, Long 


place 
ANIEL, Paramasta, New South Wales, Cashier. Feb 28. Weight- 


Nov 28 Hopgood ga 


a GEORGE eu, Lincoln, Painter, Nov 30. Smith & Sons, Alders- 
8 








from The Sanitary Engi 








— ~~ JOSEPH, Callow, Witevert. ta poohpehine, 


‘armer Derby Pet Oct 30 Ord 

Muse, GEORGE, Sutterton, Lincs, Builder Boston 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

OSWALD, ROBERT, Ghesterten, Staffs, Underground 
Colliery Manager Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall 
Pet (ict 29 Ord Oct 29 

REARDON, Moszs Savenene, Calstock, Cornwall, 
Butler Truro Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Ruys, Lrysoy, Hirwain, Breckn oekahine Soon 
Keeper Aberdare Pet Oct 30 Ord O 


| SNoapD, JouN, Dionis ter, New King’s ~ ay 


| Tysoy, TooMas BaLMFoRTH, la 


Butcher High Court’ Pet Oct 3s Ord Oct 28 
YEES. ERICK WILIIAM, Leicester, Butcher 
Leicester Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 
OTMAN, WILLIAM eee. Yorks, 
Baker Bradford Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 
late Worthi: 
harmaceutical Chemist Brighton 


ng. Sasso Oct i 
Ord Uct 29 


VBAL, Samvuet, Edgware rd, Oilman High Court 


Manufacturer Derby | 

PaO One Ord Oct 9 = — by 
ForHERGiIL1L, FRep ARMER, anc iter, Com- 
Pye Agent Manchester Pet Oct 29 39 Ord 


Pusson, Jomx Exercron, Cod 

er kespur st High Court 

GaRevUrr, Writzex. 
Fishmonger W 


yl, late 

o ersey ks @ d 

— Board iverpool Pet Oct 19 Ord 
Hateey, Warrer, Watford, Herts, formerly 
Mineral Water Manufactarer St Albans Pet 


Octo Ord Oct 
, PHILir Heer, Beulah rd, Thornton heath, 
— + Journalist Croydon "Pet Oct 2 Ord 
Homer, Jonx, 
ampton Pet Oct» 
yA 


Kwsomy, Oasnies, Newport, LW., Photogr 
Newport Pet Oct2 Ord Oct apher 


Pate terns sig Doster South- | 


Pet Oct 79 Ord Oct 29 

WoorrorpD. DF gm hey JOSEPH Wirt1L1AM WOOL- 
FORD, High row, Silver st, rqzematen, Builders 
High Court Pet Oct9 Ord Oct 2 

WRENCH, JAMES, ean Tobacconist Oldham 
Pet Oct 8 Ord Oct 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barrinetos, JonHw Tomas, and CHRISTOPHER 
Roper? CHANDIZR, Lambeth rd, Lambeth, 
Artists in Glass Nov 15 at 12 Carey st, 


Lincotn’s inn 
BassaM, Epwanrp, High st, Camden Town, Oilman 
Novi9atii Bankruptcy bidgs, Lincoln’ ‘3 inn 
EN, ALFRED GEORG, arnford ct, 
Broker Nov 12 at 2.30 =, Saver -. ge inn 
Briscoz, W1r1zaM Heyer brik Se 
Survey, Gone Nov 8 at 3 a, Vistetin a est- 


CaRBERT, JOHN 


Cooxs, SamusL, Worcester, Coffee 
Nov 124at 12.16 Off Rec, Worcester 
VEN, EDWaRD StaMYorD, Hvunslow, Lieut of 
19th Husears Nov t4at 11 No1i6 Room, 20and 
31, St Swithin’s jane 


~L_ tae Tydfil 
2.90 Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


East 7 PRANcts Jou, Nottingham, Coaldealer Nov 
9 aL i 12 Off Rec, 1, High pavement, Nottingbam 


Wr eaAm, Birmingham, Linen Button 
ee ee Ov 12 at 11 Colmore row 
B 25, ’ 


WARNING TO INTENDING HovusE PuRCHASERS & LESSEES. itn dj 
renting a house have theSanitaty arrangementsthoroughly examined by an e: 
neering & Ventilation Co., 65, late 115, Victoria-st , 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —! “ADVT. J 


Tomas, Porth, Giem, Grocer Nov 8 at3 | 
un, Newcastle on Tyne, Olerk 





urchasing or 
xpert 
est- 


‘ABMER, AMELIA, Kentisbeare, Devon, Farmer 
Nov9 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
GARBUTT, WILLIAM, North Malvern, Worces, Fish- 
monger Nov i2at12 Off Rec, Worcester 
, FRANK, Margate, Steam Launch Owner Nov 
8 at bY a 53, High st, Margate 
argate, Waiter Nov 8 at 4 53, 
High st, reo 
KENDALL, THOMAS a Kensington, nr Liverpool, 
Painter Nov 12 at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 
Liverpool 
KING, CHARLOTTE, Chatham, Draper Nov 20 at 215 
Off Rec, High st, Rochester 
KNILL, JOHN, Cradley, Herefordshire, Farmer Nov 
12at1230 Off Rec, Worcester 
Lawson, JoHN, jun, Whitstable, Kent,. Builder 
Noy 8 at 10 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 
Liorp, EDWARD, Northwood, Staffs, Chemist Nov 
15 at 11.30 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 
Maracetrs, Ropert Mowsray, Hartford. Hants. 
Wine Merchant Nov8 at 12.30 Fountain H 
Huntingdon 
MATKIN, JOSEPH, Callow, Wirksworth, Derbyshire, 
Farmer Nov8ati2 Off Rec, St James’s chbrs, 


Derby 
MEnTAsTT, JOSEPH, Nottingham, Cafe Proprietor 
7 9ati1 Off Rec, 1, h pavement, Notting- 
am 


#R, ROBERT, Gt Harwood, Lancs, Grocer Nov 
1% ‘at 1.30 County Court house, Blackburn 
PETHERICK, THOMAS, Tavistock, Devon, Wheelwright 
Nov 12 at 11.30 10, Athenzeum ter, Plymouth 
Puc, Huan, Dolgelly, Merioneth, Carriage Maker 
ee ov 14at 2.30 Townhall, Aberystwith 
RD, FREDERIC, Bedford, Gent Nov 8 at 11.30 
~“ ; Bt Paul's eq, Bedford 
Rozerts, EDWARD, Kid well 
Dealer 


. Carmarthenshire, Boot 
Nov 9 at lt 


Ree, 11, Quay st, Car- 


marthen 

Srowz, Epwin CuHarzzs, Snow’s fields, Bermondsey, 
per rysaiter Novi3ati1i 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 
on fields 

SYKEs, FREDERICK Wiasay, Leicester, Butcher Nov 
11 at 12.20 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Trepp, Gzorce Wrr11aM, Kennington rd, Bootmaker 
Nov 13 at 12 23, Carey lane, Lincoln’s inn 


TroTmMan, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Cleckheaton, Yorks, 
Baker Nov 12 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
radford 


WItpERsPiIn, ALBERT, Chatteris, OCantab, Ooach- 
buil Nov 15 at i2 Law Courts, New rd, Peter- 


ug’ 
ee ae 


and Kenywetu Lupton, Purses. 
“Goventr i Rec. ; 


1 ieee Nov 11 at 2 O 


Summa: Joun, Cardiff, Milliner Nov 12 at10 Off 
Rec, 28, Queenst, Cardiff 
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7 WRENCH, JAMES, Oldham, Tobacconist Nov 13 at3 | Drrv: J Pudsey, Yorks, late Boot Dealer | HELLOUIN, Bromp’ 
oodcock, Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Oldham raiford Pet Oct 22. Or vi Bressniaker “Nov 20 at 11 133, "Carey aly ac Linsoor's Lincoln’ 
& Fitch, wnricut, F 8, Bedford, Draper Nov 8 at 9.15 33, | Finca, OLIVER LEMON, Seaberwal Station rd, 
ont st, Lincoln’s inn Carman High Court Pet Oct 1_ Ord Noy Hous, Ro ERT ARNOLD, Otley, Yorks, Shop- 
Bucklers. S Joun, Hendon, Middlesex, Olerk in | Fincnx, Rotanp, The Silvertown Chemical Works, fitter Noy 13 at 11 Of Rec, 22, Park row, 
YoUToly Orders Nov Sat 1.19 Off Rec, Halifax Victoria, Docks, Chemical Manufacturer High Leeds 
by Court. Pet Nov1 Ord Nov Homey, Joun, Sonthampton, Toy Dania Nov 14 at 
Nov 28 ADJUDICATIONS. Gorpon, Yon, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Seeds- Hust O8 Ree, 4 Bast ot, Hout st, Southampton 
. WLE! man le Pe ovi ’ 
D Bo 7 = = > — g rd, > os ee HacKET?, Ewin, Moston, Lancs, Joiner Mauchester Gardener | Nov 14 at 12 12 No 16 Hoon, 80 
5 Buens, WaLrer, New Olee, Lincs, Smack Owner Pet Novi Ord Nov 1 Os Swithin’s lane 
Great Grimsby Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 28 Harzis, Tupor. Bruton st. New Bond st, Commission | JOBLING. Manx Ernest, Scarsdale villas, Sidi 
Dec 10, CARBERT, JOHN EDWARD, Bishopthorpe Yorks, Agent High Court Pet Sept 24 Ord Nov1 tou, Mining Engineer Nov 14at1i 33, Carey st, 
. Farmer York Pet Oct29 Ord Oct29- Hicks, WitL1aM CHANDOS, Birmirc ghem, Baker Bir- coln’s inn 
, Willan ORocKETT, WILLIAM MAXwELt, ane ealll Photo- mingham Pet Oct25 Ord Oct 3 JONES, EDWARD, Moss _ 3 Manchester, Draper 
. grapher Taunton Pet Oct25 Ord Oct 2 Hovcuton, WittiaM, Colchester, Boatbuilder Gt Nov 12 at 3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, 
8. Whit. DALLY, AL¥RED. Roman rd, O.d Ford, Denter High Yarmouth Pet Octis Ord Oct 3 Manchester 
Court Pet Oct 320 Oct 3 Hupson, JoHN THOMAS, Woburn - Sands, Beds, | KnicuT, Cuartes, Newport, I W, Photographer 
Nov 23, DAVIES, JOHN, Rbyl, Flintshire, Joiner Bangor Pet Butcher Luton Pet Novi Ord Nov1 Nov 18 at2 Holyrood chbra, Newport, I W 
‘ Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 JoHNSON, GEORGE HAMMOND. Genie. Hair- | Konic, E., Jewry st, "Aldgate, Tobacconist Nov 15 
Radcliffe DoEBING, WILtIAM, jun. Newcastle on Tyne, Clerk dresser Uanterbury Pet Nov1 Ord Novt ad, it Bankruptcy bidngs, Portugal st, Liacoln’s 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct Jonzs, Epwarp, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Draper in e 
DusEn JomN JommrE, Goole, Yorks, Solicitor Salford Pet Oct 31 Ord Novt Mackixwon, J. C., Michael's grove, Brompton, Geat 
Dec 14 Wekeflela Pet Oct30 OrdOct30 ” JuBB. JOHN BLANCHARD. Howden, Yorks, Solicitor Nov 14 at 12 83, Carey st 
; EDEN, THOMAS, Mobberley, Cheshire, Farmer Man- Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 MARKS, WALTER THEOPHILUS, Winkfield, Berks, 
chester Pet.Oct29 Ord Oct 29 LAIDLER, THomas ROWLAND, ckton on ‘Tees, Baker Nov 12at12 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 
ELBOROUGH, WILLIAM CHARRIERE, and A, L. Er- Bookmaker’s Clerk Stockton on Tees Pet Oct 3) | Marraews, Epwrx Davin Thomas, Bedford 7 
Leaden- BOROUGH, Bishopsgate st and Lombard st, Mer- ) yy ~~ —_ ner Sicchton ont pore Nov 15at13 Bankruptcy bidngs, Lin- 
: chan mpan BEK, JAMES, rack Grange, nr m on Tees, 
istol pny ge ey eae i rashes ia Farmer’ Stockton om ‘fees Pet Oct 16 Ord | MAYNa¥D, Epwanp, Brockley, Kent, Builder Nov 
Jrosse & FLETCHER, Guus ES, "Leicester, Farmer Leicester ct 3 068. 119, Victoria st, eotminster 
Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct MILLER, eeepennen: Torre, Torquay, Saddler Exeter LLER, FREDERICK, Torre, Torquay. Saddler Nov 
‘insbury FOTHERGILL, FasbERicr FARMER, Manchester, Paseo ot eee tiie oak. Clie 4 11 OF See 32, Debtors cirone, pxetes in nai 
ommission en . I ’ « 
Gopuistion Agent Alanchester Bet Oot 19 Ont | PANG Paustreoy, ‘fackbarn, Vownbrokers | Nov 14 ahat, Of lea, 18 Beal ews, Exeter 
LLER, WILLIAM HENRY, lway appr = ackburn Pet Nov2 Orc ’ 
ro Bridge, Blind | Manufacturer Pee Gene PAYNE, GEORGE SHARPE, Aston, Aston juxta Bir- Butler Nov 12 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st 
Preston, Pet Sept 10 Ord O mingham, Journeyman Brassfounder Birming- Truro , 

' GARBUTT, WILLIAM, Nosth Malvern, Worcs, Fish- ham Pet Oct 3t Ord Oct 31 RICHARDSON, WILLIAM, and SIDNEY WaLrEe 
stall ; monger Worcester Pet Oct29 Ord Oct 39 Pearce, Urtan Harry Taywor, Exeter, Builder RICHARDSON, Writeck 1 rd, Toolmakers Nov 
" ARTHWAITE, WILLIAM, New Olee, Lincs, Photo- Exeter Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 15 at 2.30 oer st, dncoin’s inn fields 

grapher Great Grimsby Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 | Pears, Watrer, Birmingl Tobacconist Bir- me et ae oe 
Husky AvausTUs, Mile End rd, Olothier mingham Pet Oct 24. Ord Oct 3t r_ Nov 14 at 3.80 afil 
nester a Hig Roan Pet Oct 26° Ord Oct Pocock. GEORGE ELILES, Weston super mare, Builder | SALLOws, J. W. eg a sv we 
OLMES, ROBERT ARNOLD, Otley, Y gwater Pet Nov ov2 » Victor at sat me 
Dest Leeds Pot Oct 3 Ord Oct 26 orks, Shop iter Roce, Jalee, Radios, Netioghem, Of Macnee 8.30 County Court oot (oan mda 
; Hooper, WILLIAM, pnd gg Herts, oach otting ‘et 
Alders- Barnet a Pa, oe 0 builder SHORTEL, Nronoras, Live ooh Boot Dealer Liver- Gare, Sevres am » Lane, eee orwich, Baker Nov 
CHARLOTTE, pathem, Dra: Roch 100. ‘et Oct 1 ovi Ree, 8, King 
Pot Oct 29 Ord Oct _ ar UTHERN, Lge, Manchester, Bazaar Decorator H, W. Upton, Essex, Builier No Nov 14 at 2.30 
Knit, JOHN, Cradley, iretstdhivs, Farmer Wor- Manchester ‘Pet Novi Ord Nov2 Bankruptcy bidngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
cester Ord Oct 20 Spactz, FREDERICK, Aston, nr Rotherham, late fields 
asing or MARGETTS, ROBERT Mowsray, Hartford, Hunts, Grocer Sheffield Pet Nov2 OrdNov2 » Susan, Is oe ot Castes, Besex. Pabtican 
| expert Wine Merchant Peterborough Pet Oct24 Ord | ST&ARS, THoMAs WILLIAMS, Kingston upon Hull, Gas Nov itat3 ‘119. Victoris st, Westminste 
, West- Oct 28 Engineer Kingston upon Hull Pet Oct18 Ord pene CHARLES, ben st, Todiarubber 
‘ADVT.] MATEIN, JoszrH, Callow, Wirksworth, Derbyshire, aye Rg FI IF, cere! 
Farmer Derby Pet Oct30 OrdO Teese, ‘Jou, Pontypridd, Glam, Butter Merchant | w idogs, ormagal o coln’s => 8 
MoGRaTH, JAMES, the younger. Hig Ne Holborn, Pontypridd Pet Novi Ord Nov ae D — ae 3 ~s .<" 
Jeweller — 7. h Court . rd Oct 29 WaTaRS, — a ties % rd, Fa on ——. a ov 13 at iL - 
ORMINGTO: ‘ax . mersm: Barrister a iw our e U 
cart int Bet Oct Ord Oct een round | Wrostt, Ress. Blackmoor st, Drury lane, |" etteshaim formedy. Regie Glotk "Nov 19 at i 
; SWALD, BERT, esterton, Staffs, Undergroun: IGHT, ckmoor st, Drury lane, 
}, Fish- Goltey Meokger "Haste, Bardem. and’ Tae. Cheesemonger High Court Pet Oct 25 UrdOct| No. 16 Room, 30 & 31, St Swithin’s lan 
r Nov me | Oct bo ‘, D we " arepeint.g: a 
THERICK, OMAS, Tavistoc evon eel- bsti 
Ss wrig East Stonehouse Pet Oct'24 Ord The following amended notice is substituted for that BEppIs, JOHN, Pur Henry TREBLE N 
b 4 53, Oct 98 published in the London Gazette of Oct 18. py Gi 0s, 6 ae ae ‘Mon Pet Sept 
1 D, D, FREDERICK, Bedford, Gent Bedford Pet | ORAYMER, ELIZABETH RvussELL, Hove. Sussex, 11 Ord Oct 3 
a on Bept 13 Ord O Dressmaker Briahton Pet O Oct 15 ord Oct15 | BriGHT, ARTHUR, 0 Islington, Grocer High 
=m 85, FORD, JOHN Freon, Nottingham, Boatbuilder RST MEETIN Court Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
at 2 15 nase tee fg ha he tock, Cornwall ot = BacVaautacturer’ Sheflicid Pet Shatleld, Joiners! To bag 
od iN, OSES SAUNDERS. stoc 3 Ornw: 7 anw rer ov 
Butler ‘Truro, Pet Oct 28’ Ord O. » | Bauan, Lzonanp JouN. Lianymynech. Montgomery: | ons wpars, JAMES, Starston, 
Nov shire, Innkeeper ov15ati2 Cross Keys Inn, 
Ruys, Lreyson, H in Beerhouse Lisnymynech wich Pet Oct 3i Ord Oct 
Builder Keeper ‘Aberdare o bet Oct 29 Ord Oct 30 BErYNON, LLEWEL Merthyr Tydfil, Commission Cook, JOHN, Bardney, Lincs, Cottager Lincoln Pet 
+ Rosinson, THoMAs, Ulverston, Lancs, Butcher Agent Novi4 vats Off Rec, Merthyr o Ora 
y Ulverston Pet Aug20 Urd Oct 22 BurRNHAM, COLEMAN, Gt Grimsby, Ocal a YMER, ELIZABETH RUSSELL, Hove, Sussex, Dre:s- 
tf Nov ROBINSON, S BEaAm, Saentaten, Kent, late District Nov i3atii Off Rec, 3, Haven st, Gt Grimsby po Brighton Pet Oct 15 Ori Oct 28 
8 Surveyor to the Bridge Rural Sanitary Authority | Campton, ROBERT, Oxford, Cab Proprietor Nov 12 2, Whi 
Hunts, Canterbury Pet Oct7 Ord Oct 28 ati2 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford Manuiacturer Burnley Pet Sept 28 Ord Octsi 
Hotel, ROBINSON, WILLIAM THOMPSON, Don 5 Auctioneer | CHampErs, JAMES, Starston, Norfolk, Farmer Nov | F . formerly 
Barnsley Pet Oct -* Ord Oct 30 12at1.45 Magpie Hotel, Harleston tisbeare, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet Uct7 Ord 
yshire, SmiTH, BENJAMIN, m, Norwich, Baker Nor- | CHAPPELL, CHARLES, Brockley, Kent, no occupation Nov? 
‘ y. ° pa’ 
chbrs, wich_ Pet Uct 22 Ord Oct 26 Worse 14at12 119, Victoria st, Westminster GORDON, JOHN, Hlalgwhistic, Northesnberiand, Beate- 
Snoap, Joun, Dionis ter, New King’ s rd, Fulham, N, EDMUXD, Southborougb, Tunbridg — Carisie Pet Novi Ord Nov 
prietor Butcher High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 mer Nov i3at 2.30 §& Reeve, aoe. Epwix, Mos exten, Lanse, Sohase Man- 
otting- SYEES, FREDERICK WiLLM, Leicester, Butcher Pleasant, Tunbridge Wells Chester. Pet Nov 1 Ord Nov 1 
Leicester Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 2 ComERY, ak temp ental estate), Long Eaton, Derbyshire, . Watr Watford, Herts, pe 4 
* Nov WALKLEY, JOHN JABEZ, Bristol, Licensed Victualler Lace Manutacturer Not 8.45 Hoon, Mineral Water ufacturer St Albans 
i - Vv 12 at 8.45 Flying 
Wasuwom, ‘Weeme. = os “4 jlate Blacksmith Lag Coli worse, WitLiiM. Davin, ‘The Royal London 
’ a©rns: oy, ate ac A 
- ght Barnsley Pet Oct7 Ord Oct 3 = 3 Off the tierthye ty iam, = ve Yacht Club, Savile row, Auctioneer High Court 
Maker WELLS, THOMAS, Stanley, Durhem, Builder New- | Daw: a Tak oe in Norfolk, Grocer Pet Aug 12 yy iy 
castle on Tyne Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 30 Nov 16 at 1 Of Ke Ree. be g st, Norwi Hows, Rgvursert Bo UNT, Broadstairs, Kent 
; WILDERSPIN, ALBERT, Chatteris, Cantab, Coach- , JOHN JOSEPH, Gx Yorks, Slt Nov Canterbury Pot Deo st ‘Ord Novi 
11.30 builder Peterborough Pet Oct25 Ord Oct 28 12at11 Lowther ‘Hotel, @ Hows. THomas Kent 
Wericat, F,8., Bedford, Draper Bedford Pet Sept | Epgn, THomas, Mobberle Cheakire. Farmer Nov Canterbury Pet Dec 3: Ord Novi 
» Boot 5 Ord Oct 28 rr at 11.30 Off Reo, Ogden's chbrs, Bridge st, | Hupson, JoHN Tomas. Woburn Sands, Beds, 
jy Oar- Youre, WitLt1aM Davip, Queen Victoria st, Post Manchester Butcher Luton Pet Novi Mord Nov I 
Office Olerk High Court Pet Aug 30 Ord AIRBROTHER, THOMAS. and JoHN Comery, Long | JOHNSON, GEORGE Hammonp, Canterbury, 
\dsey, Eaton, Derbyshire, Lace Manufacturers ‘Nov 12 Canterbury Pet Oct 3\_ Ord Nov 1 
coln’s at3’ Flying Horse, Nottingham Juss, JOHN Howden, Yorks, 
Gasette—TUESDAY, Nov, 5. ‘AIRBROTHER, THOMAS. sep estate, Long Eaton upon Hult aes Oni Nov 2 
tr Nov RECEIVING ORDERS. Derb wee Lace Manufac N KENDALL, THomas Co! ensington, nr Live 
rbyshire, ce turer ov 12 at 4 
} Bavuau, LEONARD JOHN, Llanymynech, Montgomery- Flying Horse. Nottingham Painter Liverpool 3 Oct 24 Ord Nov i 
maker shire, Innkeeper Newtown Pet Oct 31 Ord | ForMAN, GEORGE, Pools lane, King’s rd, Chelsea Konia, me gowey oe ote 
Ban ugal Pp 
rork Bricut, ARTHUR, Cross st, Islington, Grocer High Bele wit” Bankruptcy ee St | Lamuse, ‘THOMAS Stockton oa 
: OFES, Court Pet Oct 80 Ord Oct AMES, Bedford, Builder Nov 12 at 10.90 Bookmaker’s | Olers “St St okton on Tees Pet Oa Os 
row, Buown, Kaisuaw Gronox Sheflicld, Joiner’s Tool & Bt Peele, sq. Bedford 2 Ord Get 
Manutacturer  § Sheffield Pet Nov2 Nov? | Go M EL Euraz Bet YDFORD, aes Bristol, Builder Bristol Peg 
0 LDSTEIN, MICHA AR, Hatton garden, Oot 3 
ach- CHAMBERS Starston, Norfolk, Farmer Diamond Merchant Nov 19 at 11 33, Carey st, Oot 19 Ord 8 
Peter- Ipswich Pot Oc Oct 81 Ord Oct 31 Lincoln’s inn fields ILLER, FrepsRICK, Torre, Torquay, Saddler 
OLEVEBLEY, CHARLES HENRY, Uroydon, ew. Oorn gy Joun, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Exeter Pet Qot3i Ord Oot 31 
urges, Merchant Oroyden Pet Octi8 Ord Uc Nov 18at12 Off Reo, 64, Fisher st, use, Grones, Sui chee Builder Boston 
ec, 17, EDWARD, Heyy Stuart, Dumpton pk, nr ) ae ~ =" : opt aah 30 Sond Oot Oot 30 
porbary TX Pet pews rd ASS § cad OKETT, Epw. Jeter Nov | PARKINSON, ~~ 
Mg , ns, wick, Licen _ Man- . 
» Of 00m, tuallor Brentford’ Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 98 ) igen fa Of Ree, Onden's ohh _— sees © Tas sor Haas ove 
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Pax. GEORGE SHARPE, Aston-juxta-Birmingbam. | | All letters intended for publication in the JNO. STEVENSON & COWPER, 

















ourneyman Krassfounder Birmingham 
Oct. 3i Ord Nov 1 | Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated MIDDLESBROUGH 
Passos. gp oe ® ag] Exeter, Builder | bu th FP 7 
xeter Pet Oct 31 ct 3 | yy the name oO ve urier. ‘i r . 
Rop<ets, Eowarp. Kidwelly, _ Carmarthenshire, | y of VALUEERS OF IRONWORKS, MINES, AND COLLIERIES. 
ee. Dealer Carmarthen Pet Oct 26 Ord _ - ———— ———— Partnerships and Sales and Purchases negotiated. 
Roc MES. o x ‘ Middlesbrough Corporation 3 per Cent. Debenture 
a pete oor Ord Oot — fae | CONTENTS Stock : prospectuses on application. 
Satcows, J., Worple rd, os Builder Wands- | CunBRr TOPIOS cccsccccce cocscecescocs © <o-ccces 21 | Telegrams, “Iron.” 
worth Pet Sept 17 Ord Oct ing EXTENT OF THR JURISDICTION UPON AN 
Sgp=xyr, Henry Jorr, p vende ded 7, New‘on. Urn ORIGINATING SUMMONS .20e --00-c000 24 AW PARTNERSHIP or or SUCCESSION. 
Merchant Dorch: ster Pet Oct t1 Ord Octs0 NOTICE OF ACTION, HOW FAR NECESSARY IN Case i ¥ =i Solicitor admitted Hilary. 1887, having had 
SEDLEN, JOHN, ‘tom SzEDLEN, and Hevry JOHN SED- OF DAMAGES GIVEN IN SUBSTITUTION FOR IN- 


tv Office and 8 year,’ 
LEN, Shillingstone, Dorset. Coal Merchants JUNCTION ..ce.s Sa Rist estiee Nts years’ experience in a Cont try 
cee ally desl al ad THR WORK OF THE COURTS IN 18 7-183... --.. 25 | Obtat ing ry ed yy Eel My og 
Serie Oct 2, Ond Nov 1 ieee Cee | FS ASSIGNMENT OF CAUSES AT NIsI PRIUS ...--- 26 | established practice; London preferred; principals 
| REVIEWS..60-+-ccc.ce . —Addveen, T. VL, care of Messrs. Mew oe 
SourHERN, LEE, Manchester, Pazaar Decorator | CoRRESPONDENCE only.—A 
Manchester Pet Novi Ord Nov 2 | New ORDERS, &9.__«j Co’. 14, Mileeslane. Upper Thames-strect, E O. 
Geame, Fispeene, Aston. nr Rotherham, late | Law Sropmrts’ JOURNAL AW.—Wanted by a Firm of Solicitors, a 
drocer Sheffield Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 Ca Ue «.-... os Giuttmaan oe tides Ghanan At & Canaan 
= nad Pet hort Ord] han sama | Gomee Sevens “wae must have a first-rate practical knowledge of Con- 
an yg po i tp t md 6 lish | WINDING-UP_ NOTICES... .--e00 veyancing and Chancery, and a fair knowledge of 
xi Hh Ose pet Jaen On rent dba pm ns . Common Law, and be able to work without super- 
ga High Oourt Pet July 1s Ord | amen NOTIONS «.-2-. . ' vision; admitted Solicitor preferred; age 30 to _s _ 























THUR iiieiiined Apply, by letter, to B., care of Street Brothers 

Baker Braiford Pet Oct 3a Ord Oot 30" 7 | Wh difficulty 4 f li Sirle atroet. Lincoln’s-inn. : 
Tuomas BALMFORTH, late Worthing, | vere difficulty 1s expertenced in procuring the AW.—Wanted, by the “Advertiser. (oged 

Pharmaceutical a oo 34, total ab*tainer, and wh» has had over 


31 Journal with regularity in the Country, it | sineteen years’ ex 
ATSO: ILLIA perience). a Situation as Copying, 
Ww. 4 ee M, Derby, Draper Derby Pet Oct a Ne “ | Magecssiie and General Clerk ; can abstract deeds, 
WaExcm, Jax Oldham, Tobacconist Oldham Pet | ‘7 requested that application be made direct | trace plans, and is fully acquainted with the work ot 
28 


Novi | Sas prec rs ard in 4 its Gora be been with 

» . present empl oyers for upwards of nine years — 

bate tg fice Onn Pet peay _, to the Publisher. | Address, W. G. PowsLL, 10, Constantine street, 
Novi Plymouth. 








seiaiiinciacialeennceinicenctibeaetne SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, A SOLICITOR of ability and long experi- 

N TE — a Law on ae ae — 

7 7 r > E ( for Examination; Pcst: eparation is ca’ried on 

SALES OF ENSUING WEEK \ yA di a Gen-ral” Manager. of te by corrigenda papers dictated to a Shorthand 

Nov. 12.—Meesrs. Puttie D. Tuckett & Co., atthe Stationery ia all its brancaes.—Apply, by letter, to writer; terms moderate.—Address, CoacH, 9, Fen- 
Mart, E.C., at 1 o'clock, Leasehold Mansion (see | the Society, care of Messrs. Keen, Ro gers, & Co., 24, cburch-street. L»don, E.C. 


a geyser ~ seo Sa A ned Kuightider-street, Doctors’-commons, E OLICITOR’S ACCOUNTANT, desirous 


ey EO a tae hg ge age oe of filling up time, undertakes auditing. pre 
at o'cloc! ares, also Freehol¢ ; . be 
Estates, Debentures, and Shares, in the New Hiver \ ONEY.—Trust Moneys to be Advanced | paration of balance-sheets, statements of affairs, and 
Co. (see advertisement, Nov. 2, p.7). a in sums from £5,000 to £20.C00 on unexception- egacv and Succession Duty Accounts; arrears of 
Nov. 14.—Messrs Epmunp Ropixs & Hine, at the | 2b Trustees Securities (double values), 3} to 4 per | costs brought up; terms moderate.— —OALCULATEDK, 
art, E.C.. Bijou Residence (see advertisement, | cent. —Full particulars to PH. D., care of Canning & | Messrs. Matthews, Drew, & Co., 10, Grey’s-inn- 
Nov. 2, p. 6). | Haring, Law Stationers, Birmingham. | piace, Ww.c. 


Sa NOW READY, SEconD Epit10N. 














BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


syn -otrseminvaneg. oe weorr. THE LAW RELATING TO ELECTRIC LIGHTING 


Sursast Oct. Dat Hesnghams Bradford, the | 

¥.—Oct. 28. at Manningham, Bradfor e | Being ths Electric Lighting Acts, 1832 and 1888, with a General Introduction, a Continuous Com- 
wife of Herbert J. Jeffery, Solicitor, of a daughter. | “Yet 

Nas0w.—Oct. 2%, at 93, Adelaide-road, South Hamp. mentary and Appendices, consisting of the Rules, Regulations, and Mode] Form of Provisional Order 


stead, the wife of Francis G. P. Neison, Barrister- | issued by the Buard of Trade. 


at-law, Lincoln’s-inn, of a son. | 

Wricat.—Oct. 27, at Goldieslie, Trumpington, Cam- | 
the wife of Richard T. Wright, Hsq., 

Barrister-at-law, of a daughter. \ 


By G. SPENCER BOWER, B.A. (Oxon.), of the Inner Temple, Barrister- 
MARRIAGE. at-Law, and WALTER WEBB, Solicitor of the High Court. 
Cuarrry—Torry.—Oct. 23, at Paddington. Joseph | 


Pollock Chitty, second son of the Hon. Mr. | AN ENTIRELY RE-WRITTEN EDITION. 
sey bing > C »to to Ade le x a "sees sad eeetter | 
of the ive Join Berry Torry, of Saaning ile. CROWN 8vo, CLOTH, 19s. 6d. 





DEATHS. 
BRETTEL”..—Oct. 28, a J 7, m, Janns Vaughan 
Brettell, of 2, Staple inn, W -C,, Solicitor, aged 42. | 
23, at his pov Wentworth 


‘House, House, 'York-place, Gone John Richardson, | London: SAMPSON LOW, MARSTON, SEARLE, & RIVINGTON (Lrp ), St. Dunstan’s Houre, 
Fetter-lane, E.C. ; and all Booksellers. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE& TRUST SOCIETY, 


LIMITED, 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £1,000,000.  PAID-UP CAPITAL, £100,000. 











HEAD OFFICE: 9, Serle-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London. General Manager and Secretary, THOS, R. RONALD. 


The Hon. BARON POLLOCK. TROSTSSS : The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE DAY. 
The Hon. Mr, JUSTICE KAY. | The Hon. Mr, JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 





OBJECTS OF THE SOCIETY: 
FIDELITY FW UABANTRES, given on behalf of Clerks, Cashiers, 1V.—DEBENTURES and BANK DEPOSITS peotanteed. 


poten, we also Bonds on behalf of Trustees in Bankruptcy, Liqui- V.—TRUSTEES FOR DEBENTURE, &c. e Society acts as Trustee 
ieoceene under the High Court, and all persons holding Government | for Debenture and lothes Loans. 
a where required; and VL—TRUSTEESGHIP. The Society is also prepared to be appointed Trustce 
—LUNACY « OMMIITEES’ BONDS granted. either in existing Trusts or in those to be hereafter created. 
3 — ADMINISTRATION BONDS entered into at moderate rates. ie special Prospectus.) 
IL —ADM RALTY BAIL BONDS granted. —TITLES GUARANTEED ( nst defect ia same). 
Hi Mow” FAGE INSURANCES effected. Vii. —CONTRACTS GUARANTEED (es to due performance) 
For ee iatientons om ously to the Head Office, as above, or to any of the Branches 
Crry: 9,f , Mildred’c-court, Poultry, E. 1, King-street. LiavBRPOOL: 6, York-buildings, 14, Dale-street. EDINBUaGH eorge-street, 
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